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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

2008-09 Meeting #20 Tuesday February 17, 2009
Present: Adams (for Hill, first part of meeting), Baird, Baker (w/o vote), Baillargeon (for Holthaus, w/o vote), Battaglia, Crowley, Eveleth, Fairley, Graden, Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Johnson (GPSA), Machlis, Makus, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Schmeckpeper, Stoner (ASUI), Sullivan, Williams, Wilson. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Dakins (Idaho Falls), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene).  Absent: Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Holthaus, Limbaugh (ASUI), Oman. Visitors/Guests: 5 
A quorum being present, the vice chair, Professor Jack Miller, in the absence of the chair, opened the meeting.

Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Murphy, Battaglia) to approve the minutes of the meeting of February 10th, 2009 as they had been distributed.

Chair’s Report: Professor Miller noted that he was chairing this meeting as Professor Guilfoyle was in Arizona. He also noted that he was not the only substitute but that the faculty secretary “emeritus,” Professor Douglas Q. Adams, was sitting in temporarily fro Professor Hill as the latter “was stuck in some airport.” He reminded council that next week council would be seeing a large number of notices of intent (NOIs) concerning the many of the various recommendations for closing down or merging degree programs. Some, perhaps most, of them would be uncontroversial, but clearly that would not be true of all. Members should plan on the possibility that the meeting would run longer than usual, but no longer than 6:00 p.m. Decisions not made by 6:00 would be deferred to the next meeting.

Professor Miller noted that next week would see the annual Jazz Festival on campus and he urged all to take part as they could. He also reminded council that the Chief Justice of the Unites States Supreme Court (whom many will remember for his part in President Obama’s inauguration) will be giving the annual Bellwood Lecture at the College of Law on the Friday before spring break.

Provost’s Report: The provost commented on the recent e-mail letter sent to all members of the university community by President Daley Larsen. In that letter the president informed the community that an additional 2% holdback for FY 2009 had been confirmed by the governor’s office. That 2% was on top of an already existing 4% holdback. The university had assumed from the beginning that the possible additional 2% holdback would, in fact, be a reality and had already collected the funds (the bulk of it from deferred maintenance) necessary to pay for it. There would be no additional demands of colleges or other units to return funds on the basis of this second holdback. He reminded council that the revenue collected by the state for January was below what had been expected. He did not foresee the revenue picture becoming brighter for an extended period of time. Thus there will be significantly fewer resources available to the state and hence to all state agencies. Just what difference the recently enacted federal stimulus plan would have on Idaho’s state budget were as yet unclear. In response to a question concerning the possibility that some of the university’s $200 million in deferred maintenance might be funded by federal stimulus money, he said that the university was actively engaged in discussion on that very issue with the governor’s office. The governor’s recommendations concerning just how the stimulus money would be used on “shovel-ready” public works would be released in mid March.

He was also asked about the proposal to reduce personnel costs at all state agencies by 5% in FY 2010. He responded that that proposal too was affected by the federal stimulus package and how much Idaho’s share could or would be used to backfill certain state financial obligations (e.g., to k-12 public schools). He suggested there might be more clarity on that issue in a month’s time.

His final comment on budgetary matters was that we needed to discover how to shape the institution in a “smaller environment” and decide what is right for the institution going forward.

Turning to other matters he noted the grand opening for the Center for Advanced Energy Studies this coming Thursday. This center was a model of how the three state universities and INL could form a partnership to do important things for the state and nation that was strong enough to garner legislative support. The building cost $28 million, will be “gold certified,” and contains 45,000 square feet of space.

Finally he noted that some 144 students had applied to go on “alternative spring break.” Some would be going to the Gulf of Mexico coast areas recovering from hurricanes and others to Iowa to areas recovering from massive flooding. He said for many of them it would be a transformative experience. He encouraged everyone to attend the meetings that will be held upon their return addressing their experiences.
Report from Staff Affairs. Dan Noble, chair of the Staff Affairs Committee announced that recommendations for outstanding employee awards should be received by March 13th.

Spousal Accommodation. Professor Crowley, chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee brought to council, for preliminary review, a draft policy document on spousal accommodation. Faculty Affairs took up this matter at the behest of Faculty Council and given a February deadline for reporting on it. The committee had looked at the last previous proposal for such a policy, which failed to be approved at a university faculty meeting in 1998. The committee had revised that policy, adding, at numerous points, language from the corresponding WSU policy.

The effect of the policy would be to open up certain vacant positions (e.g., those otherwise open only locally or regionally) to incoming faculty or staff partners. To be awarded the job the partner would have to be “competent” for the job, perhaps not the best but it is not meant that a partner would be an automatic hire by any means. No unit would be forced to hire a partner if that person would not fit the needs of the unit. The proposed policy also talks about the possibility of “temporary positions” (centrally funded). The current economic climate probably makes such positions impossible, but the policy should be written in such a way that it does not reflect only the current situation.

Dan Noble, chair of the Staff Affairs Committee, asked that his committee be part of those reviewing the proposed policy and went on to say that, in the absence of a policy, there was already a practice of spousal accommodation. The current, policy-less, situation was detrimental as it led to rumors and unfounded suppositions.

There was some concern that the policy would apply only to the spouses of “big-shots” but Professor Crowley said that was not the intention at all. There was abundant anecdotal evidence of offers to promising potential faculty hires, for instance, that had not been accepted because there was no job for a spouse.

Professor Crowley also drew attention to the fact that the policy deliberately spoke of “partners” and not just “spouses.” He recognized that in doing so would be a source of possible controversy but that he, and the rest of the committee, felt it was the right thing to do.

It was moved and seconded (Sullivan, Fairley) to refer the proposal to general counsel for comments. The motion carried unanimously.

PPP/NOIs: The Vice-Chair noted that FC had not had the opportunity to discuss progress, concerns and feedback from constituencies about NOIs since the proposed program closures had been announced. Nineteen of the 41 were in progress toward immediate consideration by FC at our next meeting. They will be discussed at UCC this up-coming Thursday.

The College of Engineering has one program for further discussion: the Geological Engineering MS. The dean had met with the people affected, and there was a suggestion to restructure that program.

The Provost noted that this program had come forward and had passed through the Graduate Council.

The College of Art and Architecture has two programs for possible further discussion: the Architecture MS and the Landscape Architecture MS. Although there had been a number of discussions within the college, it was not clear if issues had been resolved. Both of these programs had been forwarded through the Graduate Council.

The College of Letters Arts and Social Sciences had two programs for further discussion the BA/BS in Communication Studies. [Note these programs are not yet on the UCC agenda for Feb 19 and may not be moving forward to FC for next week’s meeting]. These were voted 2:1 against going forward for discontinuation at the college curriculum committee meeting. 

The College of Agriculture and Life Sciences had two programs for consolidation and seven forwarded for discontinuation. It was not likely that any faculty will lobby on behalf of programs but the votes are mixed. The dean met with the college curriculum committee today and noted that it is his intent to send these forward. (One department vote was 17:1 against sending the program forward).

The College of Science has only one controversial program, BS Physics. FC members had met with Dean Wood. He had requested a list of requirements to justify support for the program.

The Provost added that there would be a two day facilitated retreat next week at which Physics faculty would work with administration. The Provost commended the Physics faculty for their willingness to engage in dialog through the process and at the retreat.

The College of Natural Resources had worked through a process following the initial intention to amalgamate six MS programs. Most issues had been discussed at the college curriculum committee and the proposed changes have now received broad support.

The College of Business and Economics had one program under a “yellow card” notice and there was a lot of discussion and quality thinking going into the process of reorganizing this program.

The College of Education had moved forward with all but one of the programs initially suggested for discontinuation. This one was the subject of on-going discussion. 

It was noted that graduate students had been heard generally through the process including GPSA leadership.

Athletics Program. The Vice-Chair noted that from his perspective, there was little to be gained from further discussion of the Athletics Program but there were several voices in FC who wished the issue to be further discussed. Those who spoke would be limited to a five minute restriction as noted in the agenda.

Questions/Comments:

How is the G & A tax used at UI?
The Provost responded that it comes to a central pool to run the university.

Why is there a differential rate of G & A tax levied to Athletics?

This is just one piece of a very complex budget. It is not clear if it is appropriately in alignment when considering all other factors in the complex budget structure of the Athletics Program and how these interact. It is suggested that the President will discuss the issues with the Faculty Leadership to determine what the best process might be to review the present arrangements. It is very important that the question of the broader mission of Athletics is considered and discussed. Taking this small piece of the budget in isolation is not appropriate. There are complex revenue streams and expenditure lines and an appraisal of the whole issue requires informed consideration of the complex factors that interact to determine the flow of funds, the budget and the final balance sheet.  

There was active discussion of several issues. One view was that it was not appropriate for FC to attempt to investigate the fine detail of the Athletics budget. Another view was that the interest of FC was not in interfering with the budget but rather that there was an advisory role for FC and it is in order to ask questions and explore issues within the Athletics Program as a matter of broader participation of FC across institutional activities. It was also noted that academic programs were presently under very close scrutiny and it was not unreasonable for FC to look more broadly.

It was also noted that the University Vision and Resources Task Force in 2004 had recommended that UI pay down an accumulated internal debt through the G&A tax. It was also recommended by the task force that the proposal for UI to engage in division 1 football should be trialed and reviewed after five years. Thus, this might be the appropriate time for discussion of this question. 

There had been extensive discussion through the week of the contribution of academic programs to university income in comparison to the Athletics Program. It was noted that there were many different rates of F & A fees levied and that the overall level was close to 10% of total research funding.

The Vice-Chair called the general discussion to a close and invited any motions or resolutions.

It was moved (Murphy/Graden) that FC recommend to administration that the G&A tax be applied equally across all units of the university.

Discussion: There was extensive discussion that reiterated many of the points raised in the preceding discussion and issues that might be considered friendly amendments were proposed and debated. The lively discussion culminated in a motion to table (Schmeckpeper/Machlis). Approved unanimously.

Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Murphy/Schmeckpeper) to adjourn at 5:10 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted, 

Douglas Q. Adams, Faculty Secretary “Emeritus” and 

Rodney A. Hill, Faculty Secretary and 

Secretary to Faculty Council
