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University of Idaho

Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

2008-09 Meeting #13 Tuesday December 2, 2008

Present: Adams (for Hill, w/o vote), Baird, Baker (w/o vote), Battaglia, Chandler, Crowley, Eveleth, Fairley, Frey, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Holthaus, Holbrook, Huber, Machlis, Limbaugh, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Schmeckpeper, Schmiege, Sullivan, Wilson. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Crepeau (Idaho Falls); Absent: Das, Hill (w/o vote), Williams; Guests: 5

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Miller, Murphy) to approve the minutes of the November 18th, 2008 as distributed. The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report: The chair hoped that all the members of Council had had a good, rejuvenating Thanksgiving Break. She noted that, for future schedule planning, that there would certainly be a Faculty Council meeting next Tuesday, December 9th but that the leadership hoped that it would not be necessary to meet during finals week. She also reminded councilors that she had urged them to meet with their respective deans to see how the twin discussions of budget cutting (prompted by state holdbacks) and reallocation (prompted by program prioritization process) were being handled in the colleges and to what degree they involved widespread faculty participation. They would be asked to report on these discussions later in the meeting.

She thanked Professor Murphy and the University Budget and Finance Committee for their report. She also thanked Professor Douglas Adams for reprising his role as secretary to Faculty Council in the absence of Professor Hill (in Washington, DC on research business). (Several councilors, on seeing the new/old secretary, momentarily thought they had entered some time-warp and been transported back to an earlier, happier time.)

Provost’s Report: The provost noted, more than a little ruefully, that a lot had happened since council had last met. As a positive development he was happy to announce that an interim dean for the College of Engineering had been chosen, Don Blackketter. He thanked Howard Peavey for his service as acting dean while the search for an interim went on; he thanked the search committee for its efforts and for the other good candidates for their willingness to come forward. Less positively, he reminded council that the governor had just announced a new and greater holdback for the 2008-2009 fiscal year. Earlier he had announced a holdback of 1% and a reserve of another 1.5%. Yesterday he had changed those figures to 4% and 2% respectively. The governor had not made any mention of probable budgets for the next fiscal year but it was the perception of state higher education leaders that there would be no Change in Employee Compensation next year. In response to a question, he said that promotion increments would be maintained, if at all possible, though the source of those increments had yet to be decided. (Normally they are taken from the pool of money generated by an increased CEC.) As a result of the new holdbacks, the president had mandated a hiring freeze and a halt to non-essential travel.
With regard to the first he said that all hiring, even previously approved hiring, was frozen unless the search had reached the offer stage or required by a grant or contract. Other searches need to be re-authorized if they were to proceed. More details would be posted on his website in the next few days. With regard to the second he said the ban on non-essential travel did not extend to grant-supported travel but did extend to travel on gift-accounts (though the latter could be negotiated with the individual deans). The university needed to husband all cash reserves to meet the 4% holdback. Responding to a question, he said that conference travel, even for those already on the program as giving papers, was not defined as essential travel.
Budget targets for colleges in response to the new holdback would be communicated within the next week or two. Those targets would not necessarily be across the board.

Having quieted whatever exuberance might have snuck into the meeting, he turned to reviewing the Program Prioritization Process (PPP). He reminded councilors that the “initial review criteria” data had been collected from all departments some time ago. These criteria include: (1) number of X (state) budgeted faculty FTE, (2) student credit hours generated, (3) student credit hours/number of X (state) budgeted faculty, (4) number of graduates (bachelors, masters, doctorates), (5) graduates/number of X (state) budgeted faculty (at all three levels), (6) number of publications, (7) number of publications/number of X (state) budgeted faculty, (8) external funding, (9) external funding/number of X (state) budgeted faculty, (10) outreach expenditures. These data would be posted on his website, hopefully as early as the next day. With them would be posted, normative data, nationally comparative (Delaware database) or peers (if unavailable in Delaware database deans had solicited 4-5 peers). A councilor noted that some of these criteria, e.g., number of publications (/X [state] budgeted faculty) should only be considered while taking into account position descriptions (a three-quarter teaching position should not be compared directly with a three-quarter research position).
In a Provost’s Council meeting, the deans had anonymously and without any prior discussion given their rankings to all departments in the university. After considerable discussion, the deans had agreed that it would be better to rank programs rather than departments but had not taken any second vote or further discussion, either on departments or programs.  Lacking that crucial second vote and discussion, the Provost’s Council did not feel it appropriate to reveal the rankings generated by the earlier, pre-discussion, vote. He would be working with the individual deans over the course of the next two weeks on the deans’ plans for budget reduction, both short term and long term. After those discussions the provost will create a draft program reduction document which he will bring to the Provost’s Council on January 15th-16th and, perhaps revised from that meeting, to Faculty Council on its first spring semester meeting, January 20th. After discussion by Faculty Council, it will return to the Provost’s Council for final input and then recast into the form of several NOI’s for approval by the usual process in February. These NOI’s would go to the CAAP group (provosts of state institutions of higher education) on March 2nd and to the Board of Regents in June. In response to a question the provost recognized that this was a very tight time-line—driven by the need to get it to the Board for final action in June. Is there a Plan B? Yes, to get it all to the Board at its August meeting.  However, delaying it does not help bridge the cash shortfall and the longer it is delayed the more difficult it becomes. Once approved these changes would probably show up in budgets for FY 2011 at the earliest. There will need to be abridging budgetary strategy in FY 2010.
Approval of the Fall 2008 Graduates: After a brief history on such approvals and their symbolic importance of the faculty’s responsibility for academic curricula by the secretary, it was moved and seconded (Miller, Schmiege) to approve the list of December graduates as prepared by the Registrar. The motion carried unanimously.

Advising, Assessment, Professional Development: Vice Provost for Academic Affairs Jeanne Christiansen reported to Faculty Council on initiatives the university had taken, was taking, or was planning to take in these areas. In each case a hard-working committee or task force had been assembled to discuss these issues and to make suggestions as to how the university might proceed in making improvements. Vice Provost Christiansen noted a number of initiatives that had grown out of these discussions, e.g., assessment strategies for advising, on-going attempts to devise ways of assessing quality in academic programs, creation of a preliminary budget request to fund professional development activities.
Responding to a question Vice Provost Christiansen was firm in saying the kind of program assessment her group was working on had nothing to do with the PPP. Responding to another question/issue, she said that the Teaching and Advising Committee was aware of its promise to return to council with further investigation and discussion of the response rate for the on-line student evaluation of teaching system. She would be happy to return to council at its convenience to discuss the matter again.

Program Prioritization Process: Professor Miller began the resumed discussion on the PPP by noting that Faculty Council had adopted “Detailed Review Criteria” at a previous meeting but had not had time to discuss them in detail. He wondered if it would be appropriate to take up that matter now. The general response was that a detailed discussion would be otiose until such time as there were actual programs to be considered according to these criteria. (Perhaps appropriately to a land-grant institution, the prevailing metaphor was of the goring of oxen.)
The majority of the ensuing discussion concerned, in one way or another, the frustration many councilors felt concerning the lack of any list of programs that were to be scrutinized for possible downsizing or elimination (see above Provost’s Report). Under the time-line adumbrated by the provost, they would not be made public until January 20th’s Faculty Council meeting. Would stake-holders in these programs feel that they had adequate time to offer up appropriate rebuttals? Is transparency being lost?
The suggestion was strongly made that “taking tenured faculty off the table” would do much to reduce stress in the university community and greatly improve the chances of creating some sort of general (though of course not universal) agreement about program elimination.

In response to a question about non-academic units in the university, the provost said that all have been give the same targets for reduction. He would bring a report of what was being planned, or at least discussed, by the three vice presidents to the next Faculty Council meeting.
Report on council representatives’ meetings with their deans.

CLASS: it was a good meeting at which the dean’s anguish had been clearly apparent. She did not want to impinge on currently employed faculty and staff. Serious possibilities for change included the elimination of most graduate programs in the college, the institution of a college-wide three-three teaching load, and pulling college support from the CORE.
Engineering: the new dean’s recent appointment (December 1st) had made it impossible to schedule a meeting yet.

CNR: the dean wants to spare current employees. He is looking to alternative sources of funding for some programs currently on X-budgets (only 30% of the college’s total budget is from Gen Ed). He has at least mentioned the idea of involuntary furloughs.

B and E: the chairs and area coordinators have been brainstorming possible ideas for both budget-cutting and RFI.

Science: the dean was considering the possibility of combining departments and reducing staff. He wanted to be as creative as possible. Faculty as yet were not involved in the discussions.

CALS: discussions so far only at the administrative level.

Education: a committee of department heads and “regular” faculty were discussing possibilities. 
The chair urged councilors to let their constituents know about the process and make sure that they are informed. She also urged council to make sure all faculty understood that they too have a responsibility to become more actively involved themselves by seeking out and participating in the discussions.
Adjournment: The time having reached 5:05 p.m., it was moved and seconded (Murphy, Schmeckpeper) to adjourn. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Douglas Q. Adams, Second Secretary to the Faculty Council
