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University of Idaho
Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

2008-09 Meeting #25 Tuesday March 31, 2009
Present: Baird, Baillargeon, Baker, (w/o vote), Battaglia, Eveleth, Fairley, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Johnson, Limbaugh, Machlis, Makus, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Schmeckpeper, Stohner, Sullivan, Williams, Wilson. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Dakins (Idaho Falls). Absent: Crowley, Graden. Visitors/Guests: 8
A quorum being present, the chair opened the meeting at 3:31 p.m.
Minutes: It was moved and seconded (Murphy/ Miller) to approve the minutes of the meeting of March 24, 2009 as distributed, approved.
Chair’s Report: Chair Guilfoyle was warmly welcomed on her return. The Chair noted that the President search was at an impasse. One of the Regents had called President Search Committee members for their input on a way forward. The second short listed candidate, Dr. Dooley had withdrawn. It was speculated the recent announcement that the President of Montana State University was retiring had precipitated Dr. Dooley’s decision. There was no decision at this time to suggest that the president search was to be declared a failed search, nor what the subsequent actions or decisions of the Regents may be. The Chair was critical of the search consultant, as it appeared that one factor in candidate withdrawal was a lack of early disclosure of the position salary range to candidates.
The Chair noted that discussion at President’s Cabinet yesterday focused on the responses of the Idaho higher education institutions to the proposed 3% across the board state worker salary cut plus an additional 2% cut proposed by the legislature. All Idaho institutions were working together with the legislature to craft an outcome that provided maximum flexibility in its implementation. The Chair went on to note that there had been more than 60 staff members nominated for staff awards. These would be announced at a ceremony in the SUB ballroom at 2:00 pm on April 27. Faculty were encouraged to attend. The Chair requested Professor Murphy, Chair of University Budget and Finance Committee (UBFC) to provide a brief update on the president’s proposed change to Budget and Finance and the role of the UBFC. Professor Murphy noted that the president’s intention was to separate the planning and controlling functions. Dean of the College of Business and Economics, Jack Morris would lead a new committee of about 12 individuals charged with developing the process of restructuring the Finance and Administration office. The new committee would have two members from UBFC and another faculty member. One of the committee’s functions would be to establish the roles and relationships that UBFC would have in the new structure. An outline of the process was available on the President’s web-page.
The Chair moved on to remind council that election of new FC members was due to be completed by April 15 and asked for a report from the college representatives. Presently, neither CLASS nor the College of Engineering had any member nominations; the process in A & A would be completed this Friday, CALS was in process and in the College of Science there had been only one nomination.

The Chair reminded council that it was important for this body to keep a vision for the future of the university as a priority. It is essential that we remain strategically focused, work towards a vital and impactful future and consider how the institution as a whole might look in 5 years. 
Provost’s Report: The Provost thanked Chair Guilfoyle for her encouragement of the faculty in focusing on an evolving shared strategic vision. He noted examples of the core elements of the Strategic Action Plan – transformational learning for students, building multidisciplinary creative activity and engagement in outreach to the Idaho community and advancing a respectful culture across the UI community. Moving on to discuss the state budget allocations, he noted that JFAC had brought down its recommendations but there were additional steps for the budget to pass through: including adoption and approval of the legislature and the governor and finally to the SBOE before final release.
He noted from the JFAC recommendations that if there was no student fee increase, the budget would be $12.1M lower in FY10 than the FY09 base. This also factored in $4.8M from the Federal Stimulus Package for which there would also be a repeat allocation of these funds ($4.8M) in FY11. UI was requesting a student fee increase of 8.5% that was equivalent to $3.6M. The SBOE was meeting next week in Boise to discuss fee increase requests. Thus if this was granted by the SBOE, the base reduction would be $8.5M for FY10. The Federal stimulus package provided some relief as we work toward new efficiencies and reshaping the institution. UI had asked JFAC for maximum flexibility in the budget. JFAC had recommended but not mandated an across-the-board 3% individual salary cut plus another 2% to be implemented from open positions. This number was built into the $12.1M reduction.
The Provost noted that the Washington State legislature had recommended a 29% reduction in the allocation to WSU. It was reported that the WSU President had stated this would likely result in the lay-off of 450-500 personnel. The Provost noted that although our situation was not ideal, there were others in a much worse situation due to the economic down-turn.
Professor Murphy noted that the percentage budget reduction figure was elusive due to complex factors that affected its calculation and a more reliable figure was the absolute dollar amount. 

The provost added that the Borah Foundation Symposium lecture would be presented this evening by Dr. Gro Harlum Brundtland, former prime minister of Norway and former director of the World Health Organization. The symposium would be held in the SUB ballroom at 7:30 pm. All are welcome to attend. There would also be a ceremonial tree planting ceremony, to which FC members were invited at the close of the meeting. Dr. Brundtland and President Daley-Laursen would plant a Norway Maple in commemoration of Dr. Brundtland’s visit.

FC-09-09-071 Revision of FSH 1520 University Constitution – faculty voting and participation at general faculty meetings attending via compressed video/ webcast. Professor Hill, the Secretary of the Faculty, noted that he had begun to receive a little feedback on the proposed changes. The additional details to the constitutional change were now included (1540 and 1640.94) outlining FC approval of multiple sites, multi-site delegate roles and establishment of a University Multi-Campus Communications Committee. He encouraged FC members to reflect changes with their constituents. This is a proposed change to the constitution and requires careful consideration.
Member Williams recognized and thanked Rod Hill for his efforts in this area, something that extension faculty and other off-campus faculty have been hoping would happen for a long time. The addition of a multi-campus communications committee with representatives at each site, acting as the secretary’s delegates at GFMs will ensure that meetings provide effective involvement of faculty across the state.
Discussion followed about similar issues: status of center representatives on FC having vote. This would again be presented for vote at the next GFM at which it was hoped a quorum would be realized. 

Can any FC member participate and vote in FC meetings by being present at a remote site, via electronic link? Faculty leadership will study this issue and report back to FC.

RFI’s: The Chair noted that participation in the RFI development process helped to frame the strategic vision for the university. The Chair called upon the RFI Review Committee Chair, Professor O’Rourke to comment on the RFI development process.
Professor O’Rourke noted that the committee was one source of information and review of the proposals and there were multiple ways that the process had informed the president and provost. Comments from the RFI blog site, suggestions and input from Provost Council and FC similarly had the opportunity for input. The full proposals were available on the provost’s web-site. He noted that the committee had developed a rubric to assist in evaluation. The committee recommendations had been developed in consultation with the president and provost.

Extended discussion ensued around the possibility of having the review committee report released to FC. The sentiment was that the committee had undertaken their discussion in the context of a closed forum and perhaps it would not be appropriate for FC to request the committee report. FC debated difficulties with revising and summarizing the complex array of information presented in the selection of the 16 proposals. There was additional discussion of the value of the committee providing their evaluative rubric to FC as a tool to assist proposal evaluation. Other groups such as Provost Council had provided parallel review of the RFI proposals with the committee to the provost. The issue of whether FC should conduct an independent review of the proposals was discussed. It was further noted that several of the proposals had overlapping themes or issues, but addressed similar issues from different perspectives. In some cases the objectives or proposed outcomes were complimentary and for others they were contradictory. It was also noted that it was important for FC to see the vision of the RFI’s. It was not the role of FC to pass judgment on or approve the committee recommendations. Thus, the complexities of effective review and an efficient approach to FC input was somewhat problematic.
The discussion moved to considering individual RFI’s. RFI entitled “Improving the quality of instruction….” etc. One FC member had received feedback from about 30 students about Math 143 Polya class. Student views were mixed to unfavorable. The issue of quality instruction rather than lower-cost training was discussed. 
The discussion returned to more global issues. Several of these RFIs are complex involving a series of changes, for example curriculum and research. If one of these were implemented, would the required changes follow the normal process, for example would a change in curriculum be reviewed through UCC?
The Provost replied that normal processes would occur.

There has been faculty engagement in the RFI process right from the start. Seventy-seven proposals coming from multiple individuals and groups indicates very broad community involvement. There were many good ideas and energy in the 60 that did not make the final list. Perhaps there is some way to glean value from these so as not to lose any of these creative ideas. The scope of the RFIs is broad, many impacting research, outreach and/or academics. As the selected RFI’s move forward, it is difficult to see how they can be successful without some start-up investment.  It appeared that many of the RFI’s would require at least start-up investment and were far from “cost neutral”; one of the requirements under the guidelines.  This raises the question about how these fit into the present mix and the need not only to review academic programs as in the PPP, but also to effectively review the overall research and outreach priorities of the university and apply strategic investment criteria to these as well. 

The Provost responded that we have an opportunity in the next two years to take advantage of increased federal research funding coming from the Federal Stimulus package. Additional funding from NIH and NSF will allow us to have a buffer to reshape. This will be the opportunity to define those creative areas in which we can be nationally and internationally competitive. In the following period there will likely be fewer resources and it will be essential to focus in a few critical areas of excellence. VPR Jack McIver visited FC in the fall and spoke to focal areas he saw in which we could excel. For example the confluence of energy, water and the environment may provide a unique niche on which UI can focus. Another is an area of strength in the biological sciences.
The Chair noted that the PPP had only made a start on the programmatic cuts that would be required in the current fiscal environment. 
A concern was raised about implementing new research areas via action of Blue Ribbon panels as had occurred twice through the early-mid 2000’s. It would be important to have review criteria in place that evaluates the return to the institution from any newly implemented programs. Another councilor noted that if any of the RFI research proposals move forward, there will be a need for review of current research programs. Another, reiterated view was that all of the RFI’s had great ideas but few were really revenue neutral a standard asked for in the initial request for RFI’s. It was noted that the real cost of implementation of new programs should be carefully evaluated as adaptation costs could be substantial.
As the 16 RFI’s or a sub-set of these goes forward, will there be an external review process (a financial diligence evaluation)? The Provost responded that before any of the programs could move forward there would have to be a clear budget defined. There should be no need to have external review of budgets; expertise internally should provide an accurate review.

The topic moved to the development of suitable metrics. It was suggested that this required open discussion involving the UI community and the developed metrics should be for the on-going evaluation of newly implemented and established programs. 
The Provost responded that he was in full agreement with this view.

Another view was that there were certain basic expectations for training in a university undergraduate curriculum. It was suggested that a crucial test for the instruction-focused RFI’s was that they must address those basic expectations or they were not fulfilling the UI mission.

The discussion returned to the sentiment that sought to be informed by the RFI review committee report. Thus, it was moved (Miller/Schmeckpeper) to request the RFI review committee and the provost to consider their perspectives on the confidentiality of the report and if they are willing, to provide the report for the guidance of FC in reviewing the 16 proposals. Approved.
Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Schmeckpeper/Murphy) to adjourn at 5:08 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted, 

Rodney A. Hill, Faculty Secretary and 

Secretary to Faculty Council
