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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes
2008-09 Meeting #8 Tuesday October 21, 2008
Present: Baird, Baker (attending in Boise), Christiansen (for Baker (w/o vote), Battaglia, Chandler, Crowley, Eveleth, Fairley, Frey, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Holthaus, Holbrook, Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Parul (for Ripplinger w/o vote), Schmeckpeper, Schmiege, Williams, Wilson, Woolston (w/o vote for Machlis) Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Crepeau (Idaho Falls)

Absent: Limbaugh, Machlis, Ripplinger, Sullivan. 

Guests: 5

A quorum being present, the chair called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Wilson, Fairley) to accept the minutes of the October 14 meeting (Meeting #7) of the 2008-2009 Faculty Council as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair requested FC approval to change the order of business and bring the Committee Reports prior to the VP F&A Lloyd Mues’ presentation to allow a more open time period for discussion with VP Mues. The chair then reported on the UI President search. The position description has been developed and is available on the UI web portal. The position description has been circulated. Approximately 25 applicants that were considered “solid” had been identified. The search committee would meet again on November 3.

The chair then addressed aspects of Digital Measures following the discussion from the previous FC meeting. The chair provided a handout of minutes from the Provost’s Report of the FC meeting #13 from 2006-07 (December 5). It was noted that FC members could also check with Ann for a list of FC meeting minutes for previous mentions of Digital Measures.

In closing her report the chair noted that the UI faculty had done very well as reported in a recent edition of the “Lewiston Tribune”, retention rates at UI were highest in the region at 75%.
 FC-08-051: Information Technology Committee Resolution. Professor Robberecht spoke to the issue. He noted that the issue did not come as a seconded motion but rather the intention was to stimulate discussion and requested FC to develop a philosophical position on the issue. He further noted that there is now widespread student ownership of laptop computers, for example, all of the students in his core class were owners of a laptop. The argument is that class materials and resources needed to teach in many classes now require students to have a laptop. This cannot be mandated at present. 
Questions and discussion:

How can faculty be sure that students are not using the laptop for non-productive purposes in class?

This is an issue of class discipline rather than something unique to the laptop issue. For instance, walking around the class, while teaching, is a means that can be used to discourage inappropriate use of laptops. 
Would the proposal require one type/ brand of computer across all UI students?

No. There are likely to be discipline-specific requirements.

It was queried that if students were to provide their own laptops that this would lead to less use of computer laboratories and might be accompanied by a reduction in the student fee component for providing computer laboratories.

The issue of variance in software required and the high cost of providing appropriate software was discussed. For example, the computer plus software package suitable for Art and Architecture students is in the range of $2,500 presently. The issue of an approach to distributing software to students is one that will need resolution. Issues include the cost of many different software packages, and how they might be distributed to specific sections of the student body who might need them.
Apparently some professors are against computer use in the classroom and see it as a distraction problem. Others indicated that they believed that if students were not engaged in the material presented in the class that they would find multiple ways to be distracted independently of the availability of laptops in class.
It was further asked why an instructor should not have the right to request a student to bring a laptop to class, just as they are required to buy and bring textbooks.
It was further indicated that the student body has an expectation of modern technology being part of the learning experience. It was noted that from a student perspective it is important for the university to have these conversations now / soon.
It was also noted that students do in fact have access to check-out a laptop through ITS.
The chair drew the discussion to a close by encouraging FC to reflect the issues with college constituencies. The issue would return to a near future FC meeting for further discussion. 
FC-09-008: FSH 4260 - Academic Calendar. The registrar was present to answer questions on the issue raised at a recent FC meeting.

The registrar noted that the calendar was projected and was not official until passed by the Regents.

Several departments have cross-listed classes with WSU. In addition students at Idaho Falls enroll in courses at UI and at ISU.

There was general discussion about the issues that include synchronizing spring break to ensure continuity with local K-12 schools. It was also noted that it is desirable to maximize the summer break rather than the winter intersession. Doing so not only facilitated successful completion of summer internships but allowed for an additional work week desperately need by most students. A council member pointed out an extra week in the summer is more desirable for faculty as well considering this is their research time.
An amended motion was made (Schmeckpeper/ Oman) that the proposed UI calendar for 2013-14 for fall is amended to begin and end one week later. The motion was carried on a split vote of 9 for and 7 against. The faculty secretary pointed out that since this motion was obviously controversial it would be put on the next general faculty meeting agenda for discussion and vote rather than a general policy report.
The chair then called for a vote on the motion from UCC (as amended by FC). The motion was approved unanimously.
The chair then invited the VP for Finance and Administration, Lloyd Mues to present the UI financial summary in the context of the PPP. VP Mues indicated that he was most appreciative of the opportunity to speak to FC.

The first issue addressed was bonds and loans. The general revenue bond covering the ESCO ($35M) and our refinancing of current bonds was locked in until 2011 and 2018 and this insulated UI from the recent volatility in the markets with respect to the investments under the ESCO and our refinanced bonds.

Life safety issues in the Kibbie Dome would need to be addressed in the spring of 2009. It was well established that the market would not be favorable for a bond issue in the spring to cover these needs. This was anticipated one year ago and the plan was to develop a short-term bank loan. VP Mues went on to note that the UI had only a small investment with Wachovia Bank ($173,000), but several other peer institutions had salary funds compromised in the Wachovia Bank failure and are literally going to banks to secure short term loans to make payroll.
VP Mues further noted that UI's shortfall due to investments affected by the Wall Street “melt-down” only represented a 1.8% shortfall in the budgeted amount for the first quarter, ending September 2008. This was a much safer position than the great majority of other investors. He noted that the UI investment position is likely to stabilize in the present quarter. However, he also noted that the present position of UI reserves was limited and needed to be improved. The target was 5% of total revenues and this position was also favored by the Regents.

He then provided a pre-audit handout showing a summary of FY 08 revenue and expenses with a footnote covering increased expenditures of note over and above those of FY 07. In brief these items included: both state appropriations and grants and contracts, down 1% on FY 07, and salaries up 1% on FY 07. He noted that we had a consistent carryover of $16.4 M over the past three years indicating that we were expending 100 to 101% of our state appropriations over the past few years. He also noted that there was a large carryover in Y accounts around $40M.
In which accounts were there large Y reserves? Can these accounts be published?

All of this is public information. It would take some effort to research which accounts these were. It would be possible to specifically make this information public. It was further noted that carryover information was available on the UI web pages. 
The question of lack of rewards for research faculty was directed to VP Mues as evidenced by a $3M fall in research revenue. It was further noted that the increased administrative demand placed on researchers had the effect of diminishing research revenues. Researchers are taking their contracts off campus which is hurting the university. 
It is true that federal mandates have increased the administrative demands on researchers and the research office. The issue is one of balancing risk and UI risk tolerance. As the VPR works through programmatic issues and along with the Provost and decisions are made, it then falls under the VP (F&A) to figure out how to create a budget, within acceptable risk levels and what actions might be required, under the conditions driven by these other factors.
VP Mues also noted that the savings from the PPP would only come into effect at the earliest in 2011. He commented that 2009 is covered by present budgeting but that 2010 will be a challenging year for UI. VP Mues then provided additional handouts showing summaries (pie-charts) of FY 07 revenue and expenses and a summary sheet of UI revenues, expenses and changes in net assets for FY 06 and FY 07. 
Questions and discussion followed:
Why was the UI reserve fund used to meet a $2.8M shortfall in the health benefits fund?

Clarification – funds that were intentionally set aside for benefits allocation. They did not come from formal UI reserves. VP Mues welcomed the question and informed everyone that he had not prepared ahead of time for this sort of question; however, he would address it in general terms. He went on to explain that it was obvious that health care was and is increasing at about 11% per year and we were faced with increasing costs of over 50% in five years. It was analyzed over how fast we should or even could move to a cafeteria plan. Normally that process takes 18 months or so and yet with the looming shortfall, the decision was to move to the cafeteria plan at an accelerated pace of about six months. A conscious decision was made to move to the calendar year for our plan as well and in essence this would be a continuation of our then current plan of six months and then a switch over to a new plan effective 1 Jan 08 and with the same State stipend, as it would not be until July 08 that we could expect an increase in stipend. We were looking at what we anticipated to be upwards of $4M of underfunded costs if we were to do nothing. The last six months of the old plan and the first six months of the FY, the old plan was underfunded approximately $2.2M. The first six months of the new plan year and the last six months of the fiscal year, the new plan was underfunded approximately $850K. The total under funding of the fiscal year and six months in each plan, the old and the new plan ended up being about $2.4M. The reasons for this are several and dependent upon both plans and the costs and the fact that the State Stipend was not to increase until after the first six months of the new plan. Therefore, we expected somewhere around a $4M shortfall and by switching we experienced about a $2.4M shortfall and we did experience some cost avoidance and then we had to address the shortfall.
The shortfall was addressed through an increase in State supported stipend/employee and with that increase, along with employee premiums the plan is once again self-funded. We also had to move dollars into the Health Trust to fund the shortfall. We did that. VP Mues went on to explain that there is great discussion and many times use of the word reserves when in reality benefit reserves, dollars being collected for other benefit management, such as what the Northwest College accreditation organization asked us to do with regard to setting up an account to fund departing and retiring employees’ cashing in of leave, rather than having the units fund that unplanned for requirement, UI reserves, and plain available dollars are not always technically reserves. The University did move dollars to make up the shortfall. The University moved them into a specific trust that for the annual required contribution for our retirees is our contracted bank and for our overall health trust, which is comprised of both retiree and active members, that is a group of UI employees that serve as trustees. The movement of dollars was anticipated even prior as the old health plan was on track to be underfunded by about $4M. The switch to the new plan, although initially painful, required the movement of fewer dollars. We still experienced a shortfall and yet we needed to stop referring to the dollars moved as UI reserve. They were dollars, some of which were collected over time and not yet obligated to other sorts of benefit associated needs.
Was the health benefit budget now stable?
Although health care costs are up about 11% over a year ago, there should be no increases in costs this year in the health benefits scheme. Further improvements in plan H are expected for the New Year but there will be no significant changes in plans A or B until the next year.
Compared to the previous scheme, costs are up considerably in plans A and B. How has this impacted people?
The intention is to gather information from faculty and staff. VP Mues indicated his confidence that the whole package will become “more finely tuned” during the next few years resulting in its improved performance. VP Mues explained that at the time that we had to work with potential changes in the plan, we only had experienced about seven months of the plan and to forecast user demand on a period of time that has not yet occurred is too risky and that we needed more time to accurately analyze demand and performance of the plan and then we could with higher confidence continue to fine tune the plans.
The question of the 1% plus 1.5% holdback by the state was raised. How will this be implemented across the institution?
It was suggested that at the level of VPs and colleges, including athletics and development, the hold-back would be proportional. What this proportionality means is that the President, the Provost, and all the VPs will share in an equal 1% and 1.5% holdback and reserve of appropriated dollars. Each of those executives will decide exactly how that cumulative dollar amount will be obtained from their organizations. In other words, those executives are free to determine the breakdown within the organizations that directly report to each of them. VP Mues explained that he sat down with all of his direct reports last Friday and they already came to closure on how this appropriated hold back and reserve would be handled within Finance and Administration. If colleges decided to implement differentials in holdback at the department and program level, this would be a decision that would have to be discussed with their respective VP and the Provost is also the University executive VP and therefore that would be coordinated with him for the colleges.
The VP F &A went on to address the overall reserve. This resides only with the President’s office, the Provost’s office and the VP F&A office. It is very important that all of the upper through college level administration has a comprehensive understanding of the UI budget and fiscal process. It has been agreed that the Vice Presidents and Deans will meet once a semester with Budget officials to go through all of their budgets, discuss, and learn about current issues surrounding the budget process. 
The chair thanked VP Mues for providing a thorough discussion and directed FC attention to the nine criteria of the PPP.
It was moved (Miller, Fritz) to endorse the nine major criteria of the PPP. A call clarified that just the nine criteria were at issue and no endorsement of the next level of sub-criteria was intended. There was discussion that the intent of the categories may not be clear without the underlying definitions. It was pointed out that faculty must rely on their own sense of what centrality means but it was important to get this process in motion. The chair called for the question. The motion was approved, with three votes against. It was noted that this approval did not preclude FC from returning to a discussion of the criteria, in fact, we should do so. 
Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Crowley, Murphy) to adjourn at 5:00 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.
Respectfully submitted, 
Rodney A. Hill, Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
