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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

2008-09 Meeting #12 Tuesday November 18, 2008
Present: Baker (w/o vote), Battaglia, Chandler, Crowley, Eveleth, Fairley, Frey, Guilfoyle (chair), Hill (w/o vote), Holbrook, Huber, Machlis, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Das, Schmeckpeper, Sullivan, Wilson. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Crepeau (Idaho Falls).
Absent: Baird, Fritz, Holthaus, Limbaugh, Schmiege, Williams
Guests 3.
A quorum being present, the chair called the meeting to order at 3:32 p.m. in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Murphy, Machlis) to accept the minutes of the November 11 meeting (Meeting #11) of the 2008-2009 Faculty Council as distributed. The motion carried.

Chair’s Report: The chair thanked the FAC chair for the work he did in presenting the PD&AE and FC vice-chair for his efforts in bringing the two constitution changes (faculty council to faculty senate and center representation) to the General Faculty meeting held the previous day. The chair thanked those who were able to attend then noted that there was not a quorum, and asked for suggestions from FC members to encourage faculty attendance at General Faculty Meetings.

Calculation of the quorum number and the potential to introduce the notion of off-campus voting was discussed. A quorum requires 1/6th of the Moscow faculty number to be present in the meeting. By tradition and bound to Roberts Rules of Order, those eligible to vote need to be physically present.
The chair moved on to the topic of the president search and noted that there were approximately 40 applicants and the process was moving forward. Brief questions and discussion followed:

Was a professional recruitment firm involved in the process?

Yes. The chair felt comfortable with the integrity of the firm that was engaged.

The chair also noted that she had received feedback from FC members who had been proactive in meeting with their deans to discuss the PPP. The chair encouraged FC members to continue active involvement and looked forward to the discussion items that would ensue in up-coming FC meetings. 
Provost’s Report: The provost wished to provide further clarification on budget reallocations and process as discussed in the recent General Faculty Meeting. Last summer UI instituted a budget reallocation in the amount of $6.2M to focus funds to strategic priorities. In the fall, the governor forewarned of a possible state hold-back of 1% of state funds and recommended to also hold an additional 1.5%. With the national fiscal meltdown, this number may now be revised to be as high as 5% and will be confirmed this week by the DFM. Questions and discussion followed:

The president had mentioned in the General Faculty Meeting that the total hold-back may be $20M. Is this the case?
Clarifying, the summer reallocation was $6.2M. This year (FY09) the total hold-back will be in the range of $2.5 to $5M, and in FY10, an additional $2.5-$5M. In addition, normal inflationary increases would add a further $2-$4M. In this last-mentioned category, the following are included: enrollment workload adjustment, an increase in insurance costs, and planning for an emergency fund reserve. Thus, the $20 M figure represents a reduction in funding available over two to three years. In the context of the entire institutional annual budget of approximately $440M, this reduction will be coming from the state allocation of approximately $96M. 
Was it possible for UI to put pressure on the state board to defer the enrollment workload adjustment amount in the present fiscal climate?

The provost noted that the question will be put and discussions with the state board on this issue will be pursued.

Considering the large inflationary costs noted, what are longer-term plans for dealing with these items?

The cost of energy is a moving target. For example last year the $30M ESCO (energy savings program) was implemented to reduce energy consumption across the board. On the other side of the ledger, some revenues are projected to increase through previous strategic investments.

The question of apportionment of appropriated fund cuts was raised. There are some parts of the university that are more dependent than others on appropriated funds. If an across-the-board cut is made to deal with the short-fall it is in effect, a disproportionate cut to some units. The question is: should units that have access to funds that aren't appropriated bear a larger proportion of the cuts?
Yes this factor will be taken into consideration. A model for the process is under development.
As salary lines hold a large proportion of total funds, is it feasible to continue the position hire pause?

The deans have already held back positions. This has been under discussion in Provost’s Council and deans will be coming forward with a subset of priority hires. The great majority of new hires over the last year have been consistent with the SAP. 
How far into the future will the negative effects of the enrollment workload adjustment persist?

Being on a three year rolling average, student numbers are up this year so this will take a further two years to take effect on the EWA.
What is the return and when will we see further returns on the recent strategic investment?

The most immediate effect was seen in a 24% increase in graduate enrollment. There will be lag effects with the other categories for example investment in advancement and in the research office.
Many faculty are very concerned about the future of the institution following the President’s comments on the budget holdbacks.
It is a very serious situation but we are well-placed to deal with it and it does not mean the end of the university. We have to plan carefully. We are well into the PPP and RFI. The deans continue to meet twice weekly to explore options on program reduction and what is viable. It is very important to consider our decisions and avoid unintended negative effects such as effects on enrollment and also look to improve synergies and partnerships. How we restructure and what we want to look like are all packaged into this PPP.
There is a lot of discussion on restructure on the academic side. What of the non-academic aspects of UI?

One example is work on process engineering. Finance and Administration is doing a self-study and actively working through this process now. It is noteworthy that for UI statistics such as administrative intensity, the number of administrators per faculty or per student, the number is approximately 50% of our peers. Thus, numbers of administrators are very thin.
A further question arose because of the recent change in approach to the PPP. Staying with the coarse review at unit level would have involved faculty input by this time. The change to Provost’s Council working down to program level has delayed faculty involvement and many faculty are very concerned about this issue. 
Because of the complexity of the data that came out of the coarse review – some strong units with weaker programs, some weak units with a stronger element, the change in strategy seemed to be the best way forward. However, it will be essential to get faculty involvement as soon as possible and the process is working towards that point. 
The chair noted that it was important to keep the process highly transparent.
It was also noted that it would be very important to get more detailed information out to faculty by very early in the spring. 
University Budget and Finance Committee. The chair moved the discussion to the budget report noting that the Intercollegiate Athletics By-Laws required further discussion with the director of athletics before being further discussed at FC.

The UBFC chair distributed a one-page university-wide budget summary for FY09. He noted the following points:

1. Budget issues presented a moving target and in the present national fiscal situation, budgets were being revised regularly. The UBFC was meeting with F&A every two weeks and the UBFC chair was meeting with F&A leadership weekly.

 2. Salary and Promotion: Money for CEC is not likely. Money for promotion increment is unthreatened for now although the source is not apparent. 

3. Benefits: Health Care program renewal is open until November 28. There is an error on the summary page for Plan H. There is a new change to eliminate the embedded deductible for employees who enroll in Plan H - family coverage. Instead of an individual deductible of $1150, the family must meet a deductible of $2300 before the 70/30 co-pay begins. Furthermore there is a glitch in the CY08 plan where the individual deductible was misapplied by Blue Cross. We have been using $1500 as the individual deductible but IRS regulations require us to use a $2200 deductible per individual when enrolled in Plan H – family coverage. For those employees who began to receive the 70/30 co-pay after reaching $1500, they must now pay an additional $700 out of pocket before the 70/30 co-pay begins again. In some cases, individuals may have a tax problem at the end of the year, primarily those who received the benefit of a $1500 deductible but will not reach a total of $2200 in qualifying expenses. For example, if someone has had $2000 in qualifying medical expenses so far this year and will not have any more medical expenses for the rest of this benefit year, they will have received the 70/30 co-pay benefit on $500 of expenses. This is not compliant with IRS regulations. It is not clear what the IRS will do to someone in this case. 

4. Reallocation of funds: Cuts will not be permanent until 2012 at earliest; an enrollment increase of 12% with a fee increase of 5% would generate $6M. We have yet to see a business plan for reinvestment of money, although we know that COGS was given $425K in this process, $221K for new awards, invested $582K in various awards and realized an increase of 102 students this fall. We are at the bottom of Oklahoma State Survey data in TAs and RAs (total value not considering cost of attendance).

5. Budget crunch: The provost mentioned last week that 1.5% is called in and we’re looking for the next shoe to drop. The President reaffirmed this yesterday. This is in addition to the reallocation process. In the grand scheme this is a small financial hit. The UI works on $432M, only $147M coming from the state. Of the $147M, only $96M is subject to the holdback, a total at this point of $2.4M which is 0.55% of the UI total budget. The most radical numbers we’ve heard ($20M) are still less than 5% of our overall budget. And yet, we have consistently carried over $16-17M from one year to the next for the last 4 years. Salaries and benefits account for 73.7% of the $147M total.

6. UBFC chair’s personal observations:

a. Confusion: There are multiple discussions going on and we should be careful not to confuse them: Program Prioritization, Request for Innovation, state holdback of 2.5%, reallocation of $6.2M, and the hiring pause. It is critical that we resist panic attacks and sort out the true urgency from the temporary emergency. We are engaged in meaningful strategic planning and there is a true need to plan for long-term financial security; they are mutually affected by the other but one is not driving the other.

b. Strategy vs. tactic: The strategy is to be better at what we do, and our finances must facilitate us, not restrict us. The tactic is to find budget cuts.

c. Methodology: Of course balanced budgets are the product of a combination of income and expenses. We have openly explored various options for cutting back and some others have been quietly listed (pay cuts, benefits cut, sell land, close facilities, close a campus, enhance labor efficiencies, furloughs, short work weeks, etc.). These are tactics and all must be put on the table, regardless of whether they are used or not, it is important that they are discussed. Before we cut programs in an effort to save money, we must be sure that the savings are real and that the cost in prestige or credibility is not too great, a strategic decision.

d. Recommendations: We cannot cut back much further and hope to keep a healthy organism. 
1) We need to raise income. Last week the provost mentioned avenues to budget growth with enrollment growth as the most likely solution. VP-Advancement is reporting an increase in giving of 50% but donors tend to give to special projects and not to mundane causes like our rising energy bill. No one is donating to the cost of running the institution. Income from investments in research will take some time to realize. Improved retention is the quickest and least expensive way to increase our enrollment. With an increase in enrollment comes an absolute need to measure capacity. However, increases to EWA will take 2-3 years depending on how rapidly we grow (we give back $1.139M for FY10). The suggestion to suspend EWA is a viable short-term tactic; in the long-term EWA protects us from sudden slumps in enrollment.

Increase in scholarships and TA funds won’t help as long as fees are offset by financial aid. 
Increases in tuition and fees are our only immediate option to grow the income side of our budget. 2) It is time to debate our capacity to charge tuition or to use fees for instruction.
This is not the first time we have experienced a financial challenge and it certainly will not be our last. 3) Our best strategy is to establish a contingency fund of sufficient heft that will allow us to avert the next crisis. The President’s 3 Bucket model (Base, Reserve, Investment) is a good idea.

In the absence of a government bailout, we must solve this financial dilemma ourselves. This is a challenge that is bigger than any one administrator’s capacity to find a solution. The President said in his speech on Thursday that no one understands the entirety of the budget. It takes all of us to run this institution; it takes all of us to make strategic decisions.

Questions and Discussion:
Can the $16M in carry-over each of the past three years be used in a contingency fund?

No. This amount is located across the entire institution and appears in different budget from year to year as part of the overall operating of the institution. Thus, it is not available. A dedicated, identified line would be needed to properly fill this need.
Is not the attitude of the legislature to view those carry forward funds as excess and use this to argue for further cuts to the UI budget?

It is widely believed that this factor is paramount in the selection process for the new president. He must be very effective in communicating with the legislature and the regents and presenting the reality of our budgets to them.
FC-09-020: FSH 1640 – Dismissal Hearings Committee, Faculty Appeals Hearing Board and University Curriculum Committee. Changes to more efficiently conduct the business of these committees (as distributed) were briefly discussed. On the call of the chair, FC approved these changes coming as a seconded motion from Committee on Committees as proposed.

FC-09-021: NOI – Human Safety Performance Certificate. There being no questions to the presented NOI, the seconded motion from the University Curriculum Committee passed unanimously.

The chair noted that discussion of the criteria for the PPP would be delayed until the meeting of Dec 2 and wished all a happy Thanksgiving.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Miller/Murphy) to adjourn at 4:59 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.
Respectfully submitted, 
Rodney A. Hill

Faculty Secretary and Secretary to Faculty Council
