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Faculty Council Meeting Minutes

2008-09 Meeting #27 Tuesday April 14, 2009
Present: Baillargeon, Baird, Baker, (w/o vote), Battaglia, Crowley, Eveleth, Fritz, Guilfoyle (chair), Hill (w/o vote), Graden, Huber, Limbaugh, Machlis, Makus, Mihelich, Miller, Murphy, Oman, Schmeckpeper, Stohner, Sullivan, Williams. Liaisons: Budwig (Boise), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene), Dakins (Idaho Falls). 
Absent: Fairley, Johnson, Wilson. Visitors/Guests: 4
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 April 7, 2009 as distributed, approved.
Chair’s Report: The Chair reminded members that elections of new members should be proceeding to completion within the colleges. Next week there will be no FC meeting as the spring General Faculty Meeting will take the time-slot. The Chair noted that there were many important issues to be considered at the GFM. Specifically, the constitutional changes: Article V - Center representation and vote on FC; name change of Faculty Council to Faculty Senate and Article III – participation of faculty across the state with vote and quorum count in GFM at remote sites and a change in quorum determination to include all faculty (not only Moscow-based faculty). In addition there were many other issues that had passed through FC in this busy season. The Chair encouraged faculty to attend the GFM in support of a quorum and broad and meaningful discussion of the issues. The Chair moved on to the process for discussion of the RFIs, and noted that a comment sheet was provided to assist with feed-back. We have only limited time to discuss each RFI and we would need to agree about a fair way to include all of the RFIs in the discussion.

The Chair contributed some general comments about the RFIs: They seemed to fit into a range of categories: some addressed curriculum, some are process focused, some at the level of full programs and some changes at institutional level. Some appeared to conflict with others. A pressing question is that there are several, wonderful, big ideas, but what could be the process to implement these? The Chair noted that many were not revenue neutral and invited the Provost to comment on his interpretation of “revenue neutral”.
The Provost responded that the proposals should be revenue neutral or positive from the whole university perspective.

If something is revenue neutral at the university level, then almost anything can qualify as long as something else is dropped.

The Provost responded that there was no pot of gold to offer and although some proposals might request a level of funding, this did not mean that the funding would be forthcoming.

In the context of previously supported initiatives – the Blue Ribbon Initiatives, have those programs become self-sustaining?

The Provost replied that each program is at a different stage. The Waters of the West (WoW) program has received the most press. The Provost noted that the Secretary of the Faculty was a member of the Biological Applications of Nanotechnology (BANTech) program and asked for comment.

The Secretary noted that bringing multidisciplinary groups together into meaningful discussion and collaboration needs to overcome inertia associated with establishing common understanding of concepts between very different disciplines. The BANTech group had grown in number of contributing faculty and grants have been awarded. The group was on-track to being highly productive, but it truly is a five year process to build the team and the momentum.

Discussion of the WoW program turned to new positions that had been created and the success of those positions. The Provost noted that a new position in the College of Law appeared to be well integrated and opportunities for additional funding appeared to be on-track through activities such as running the Columbia Basin Treaty Symposium. This is a fit with tribal water issues. 
Provost’s Report: The Provost noted that his formal report would be brief to stay on track with the RFI discussions. The Indigenous Center for STEM research workshop was on this week. He noted the excitement at the meeting, having people from across the country talking about science, technology, engineering and math research. There is no tribal graduate school in the country and this conference was addressing many issues around this topic.

He had not heard any recent news on the President search. The budget was still with the legislature. The house had returned the budget to JFAC for further deliberations there.

Discussion of RFI’s: The Chair noted her general overview of the RFIs at the beginning of today’s meeting and requested all FC members to briefly comment, providing general impressions.
It would be helpful to include some level of objective evaluation of the potential of each RFI to fill a specific niche and clarify what/who potential competitors might be, rather than relying on self-reporting. Perhaps a form of external review could provide some objective input. This would also be helpful for evaluating the real cost of implementation of an RFI proposal.

Although the PPP had identified 31 programs for closure, the ideas expressed in the RFIs would consume a greater amount than had been saved in the PPP to date. It would have been beneficial for the creative energy that went into the RFIs to have been directed to generating new ways to fund institutional activities. The effort of all involved was applauded.
There were many strong, innovative ideas. It was an enjoyable process in which to be involved. The process seemed to generate a share of policy ideas and perhaps there was less innovative focus than expected.
There are temporal issues. Some will need to be implemented before others can be. There was a concern that at least one of the programs would strip resources from undergraduate education to focus upon graduate education.
There were a lot of good ideas generated in the process. There was broad concern that the definition of “revenue neutral” was unclear from the outset of the process. Many proposals requested considerable resources.
The Provost replied that because funds were requested, and as stated several times previously, this did not mean that institutional funds would be forthcoming.
The process would be improved in the future if the entire decision-making process was much more transparent. Although there were many interesting ideas, there were many worthy programs such as those in the core discovery curriculum that is in place but underfunded. These should be reviewed and their value more clearly determined before new programs were introduced.
We need to take care not to introduce new programs without giving those that were recently introduced, the opportunity to flourish. There is a sense in some respects that we spin around a lot and propose new things that may not be supported to facilitate their success and then allow them to die away.
We need to be alert to unintended consequences. Every proposal that is endorsed ought to have documented metrics and an expected return on investment. They should be reviewed after 3-5 years and if the return is not there, the program should be closed.

There is such a lot of material to work through in the 16 proposals. The material is so diverse. It is really overwhelming to try to develop objective perspectives on each of the proposals. Whatever is recommended, individual faculty who find themselves affected through program closure will ask why any one of the RFI proposals is any better than the current work within that individual’s program. Thus, when new programs are implemented they need to be supported by a clear statement from leadership that sets out the rationale and the intended direction of the initiative. 
UI is moving forward with changes so rapidly that many faculty find that their ability to be part of the process is outpaced. They may feel overwhelmed. A major concern is that faculty should feel that they are part of the process.
Some of the ideas are a great fit for the university. The scope of the RFIs is so broad that it is difficult for an individual to capture the real implications of all of them. There is a concern that present cuts will have to go a lot deeper in order to commit resources to these new initiatives.

There are many great ideas. The process analogy used by the Provost, to take these ideas and mold them like clay seems to be a useful way to think about the RFIs.
There are many interesting and innovative ideas. A major concern is the issue of which if any of the RFIs are “revenue neutral”.

Several of the RFIs appear to be self-serving. In addition, implementation of transformation takes investment funds. We cannot transform without the investment.
The process has been very exciting. There are many fantastic ideas across the whole 70 proposals that were submitted.
The RFI proposals that look at restructuring could be implemented without needing significant funding. Each of the proposal teams that propose restructure with a focus on scholarship should get together to try to bring the strengths of each to them together.

Many of the RFIs focused on interdisciplinary work and how UI might reorganize to be more effective with this focus. These were exciting ideas that need more input in working towards their implementation.

The Chair thanked FC members for their comments and turned to address each of the RFI proposals individually for a few minutes.

There was much discussion and only occasional consensus, as many different views were shared across this diverse group of proposals. Indeed the diversity of perspectives across the FC was at least as rich as that of the range of the RFI proposals.
#1. Improving the Quality of Instruction While Significantly Lowering Costs. Reviewed at FC meeting #26, April 7.

#2 A Cross Disciplinary Collaboration among Tribal and College/University. Clarification was sought on the proposed budget. Professor Frey, the PI was present and answered that it was possible that the tribes could make an investment in the program. He added that the program is expected to be self-sustaining within five years.

#3 Ethics and Justice in Age of Globalization. It was suggested that this was the weakest of the interdisciplinary proposals. The objectives could be achieved with faculty commitment and no additional resources would be needed. A high profile for ethics across the UI community is an important goal.

#4 Waste Minimization and Increased Recycling at UI. This RFI contains good, solid ideas that should be implemented. Another view was that prescribing the furniture that faculty should purchase was somewhat overbearing. 
#5 Instituting Institutes. There were several different views expressed about whether this RFI would enhance, reduce or have no effect on research productivity. If policy clarification is needed, implementation of this RFI would clarify policy. The proposal to centralize core facilities was a beneficial aspect. We are undergoing major review of our university. The culture of the institution is changing to one of continuous review. Thus, all of the component entities should be engaged in the culture of continuous review, including the institutes.  Some RFIs are proposing new “institute”-like structures. Each of these should be subject to the metrics described under this RFI, if implemented. There are some temporal aspects to introducing some of the RFIs. This one would logically be introduced prior to others proposing major re-focusing of research resources. The present RFI is very administrator heavy and there should be much greater faculty input and participation in its implementation if it is to go forward.
#6 Idaho Institute for Bioenergy and Bioproducts Research at UI. Implementation of this RFI would strengthen UI in a research area, but this proposal was not revenue neutral. This group should secure a start-up grant, to establish the group commitment to the proposal prior to the RFI being implemented.
#7 Academy of the Environment at UI. This RFI is requesting a large start-up, $800K it appears to be building upon previous investments in the Blue Ribbon Initiatives – Waters of the West and Bioregional Planning. The proposed structure includes governance by a governing council, rather than the VPR. This is a strength showing greater involvement of faculty in governance. 
#8 Creating a New Structure of Interdisciplinary Education and Research. The discussion of this RFI was around its relationship to Core Discovery. The Provost noted that he had asked for review of the present Core Discovery program. He was awaiting a report. There was strong positive feedback from students but there was also significant costs associated with the program. It was noted that a goal of this RFI was to develop interdisciplinary research objectives as well as undergraduate education. 
#9 UI Interdisciplinary Visualization Synthesis Initiative. There was great interdisciplinarity built into this RFI. It may be a little premature. This group should secure a start-up grant to establish the group commitment to the proposal prior to the RFI being implemented.
#10 Enhancing Online and Distance Education at UI. It was noted that engineering outreach was already involved in similar activities to those proposed in this RFI and the group should connect with engineering outreach faculty. A positive is that the group is trying to make distance education more integrated. A view was that UI is known as a residential campus. Is this the direction that UI should go? Another view was that many institutions were moving to reach students at a distance. This was a useful way to connect with students throughout the state. It was noted that graduate students and non-traditional students were two groups that could derive the best educational value from such a program. It would have great impact and a large potential client group for programs offered at the Masters level.
#11 Maximizing Potential of the University of Idaho South. In developing this RFI, there was coordination with the other Centers at Idaho Falls and Coeur d’Alene. Some of the process would be beneficial to all off campus centers. This RFI is set up with different phases, the first three phases are cost-neutral by faculty definition and the third phase could be revenue enhancing.
#12 Cultivating a Respectful Community: A Proposal to Transform UI. We need to build our sense of community. This RFI is not cost-intensive and is very inclusive of faculty, staff and students. The training from the top down is a strength. The institution needs to establish a more formal process in mentorship beginning with the upper administration, through senior faculty, junior faculty, (senior staff to junior staff), to graduate and undergraduate students. Mentorship is especially needed in the evolving multidisciplinary paradigm. As people make transitions to explore multidisciplinary scholarship, education etc., there is a great need to provide guidance; especially in research, for our large body of new faculty. An example is senior faculty providing service on funding panels and other national leadership roles. This is part of building camaraderie, respect and a cohesive, successful community.
#13 Refocusing UI around Scholarship. There was a concern that this proposal, if implemented, would not provide adequate support for undergraduate education especially in areas that require accreditation. The proposal would be a step in the right direction for graduate education and in some respects follows the Yardley report's recommendations. We have long undervalued graduate education. This RFI places needed increased emphasis on graduate education and research. Another view was that the proposed change away from department structures assumed that there were barriers to multidisciplinary activities at the department level and this was not generally substantiated. Another view was that there were some departments in which there were barriers in the way of multidisciplinary activities. Yet another view expressed concern that this structure might erode solid and rigorous disciplinary strength. The idea of building multidisciplinary research teams is a strength. There is a need to facilitate this, and this seems to be an objective of this RFI. Another view was that there needed to be less focus on the structural component of this RFI and more focus on the value of building a collegiate environment that fostered faculty (staff and student) interactions. The ideas in this RFI have the potential to lead to a more positive environment to build creativity across the institution.

#14 Continuous Improvement in Business-Related Operations. One view was that the activities proposed in this RFI should already be standard practice.
#15 Supporting the Dual Credit Program at UI. It was noted that BSU has 20 programs at Meridian High School and is dragging students away from UI and this had to be countered. There was discussion about ways to ensure academic rigor in dual credit programs. One positive aspect was further training of high school teachers as part of the package. It was also noted that the dual credit program is mandated in the state and we should be actively engaged. 
#16 Partnering Alumni Advocacy with Government Relations, University Advancement, Agricultural Extension, and Enrollment Management. There is a great need for UI to engage more closely with the legislature. This is an interesting mechanism to approach the problem. There was a concern that such an activity may be discouraged by the SBOE. There may be a less overt way of achieving the same objectives.
The chair thanked FC for a lively and productive discussion.
Adjournment: It was moved and seconded (Makus/Machlis) to adjourn at 5:07 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted, 

Rodney A. Hill, Faculty Secretary and 

Secretary to Faculty Council

