2009-10 Faculty Senate Meeting #17, Tuesday, January 26, 2010 – Page 2

University of Idaho
Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

2009-10 Meeting #17
Tuesday January 26, 2010
Present: Baillargeon, Baird, Christiansen for Baker (w/o vote), Battaglia, Eveleth, Fritz, Geist, Graden, Guilfoyle, Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Joyce, Limbaugh, Marshall, Miller (chair, 4:00 to 5:00)), Stark, Williams, Wilson. Center-Campus Senators: Budwig (Boise), Dakins (Idaho Falls), Newcombe (CDA). Absent: Baker (w/o vote), Barlow, Edwards, Holbrook, Mihelich, Miller (chair, 3:30 through 4:00), Murphy, Padaghm-Albrecht. 
8 guests.
A quorum being present, the Vice-Chair opened the meeting at 3:32 p.m.
Minutes: It was moved (Guilfoyle/Wilson) to accept the minutes of meeting #16 of the Faculty Senate. Approved. 
Chair’s Report: The Chair had been delayed. Vice-Chair Eveleth requested to begin with the Provost’s Report until the Chair’s arrival.

Provost’s Report: The Vice-Provost for Academic Affairs, Jeanne Christiansen was representing the Provost who was traveling. The Vice-Provost noted that President Nellis had presented to JFAC yesterday and the presentation could be viewed on the JFAC web-site. 
The Vice-Provost was working on two initiatives – assistance into higher education for students from low income backgrounds and assistance for first generation higher education students. There would be a forum for first generation students and interested people could e-mail Bruce Pitman with RSVP. 

The Secretary of the Faculty announced that post cards advertising Faculty Gatherings were distributed. The dates and times for the next gatherings were listed. The inaugural event last Friday evening was well attended and the gathering provides an important cultural connection that has been missing from faculty life at UI. He encouraged faculty to attend the future gatherings.
FS-10-032 RE-Organization of CNR. Dean of Natural Resources, Bill McLaughlin addressed the meeting. He provided a hand-out highlighting the process that had been followed in bringing previously five departments to three. The process had begun in December, 2008. A retreat was conducted and input on reorganization was sought from the faculty. During the next year several iterations proposing restructure occurred. According to the CNR by-laws, a 2/3 majority was needed to implement such changes. The NOI presented today had evolved and the final vote from the CNR faculty was 43 in favor, 11 against and 3 abstentions, providing the 2/3 required majority. The NOI had also unanimously passed UCC.
The changes included the consolidation of 5 departments to 3: 1) Conservation Social Sciences, 2) Forest Ecology and Biogeosciences, and 3) Fish and Wildlife Resources. Undergraduate academic programs remain largely unchanged (7/8). The operations option in the Forest Products program has been moved to the Department of Forest Ecology and Biogeosciences. With this modification that programmatic area could now become accredited by the Society of American Foresters. 
Two task forces would address outstanding issues that related to outreach and research activities in the areas of Rangeland Sustainability and Biomaterials.  The dominate focus of these is to provide services to external groups. It was likely that recommendations would evolve that would result in further proposed NOIs for new programs. These would likely include involvement of faculty across multiple colleges and interdisciplinary programs outside of the college structure may be one of the models that is adopted to move forward.

The motivation to change was prompted by the Provost’s Efficiency Memo, bringing departments and programs to sustainable scales. The redesign of the supporting structures for the CNR programs was expected to provide greater student satisfaction. Long term savings in administration costs were estimated at $212,000 per year.
Questions: The term biogeosciences covers a broad spectrum served by several interdisciplinary programs including some already being offered in the College of Science. There was a concern that the terminology for the new department would lead to confusion for students who were searching for graduate programs and encountering the term as part of a department name.

Dean McLaughlin responded that the term was proceeded by the adjective “Forest” that should help to distinguish the CNR department from other programs. In addition, the name was not used to describe an academic degree program, only the department. He indicated that he would welcome and encourage those faculty who were uncomfortable with the name being used for the new department to discuss the issues. Most faculty working in this department in CNR are already collaborating with other faculty across the campus.

What were the major issues for CNR faculty with the re-organization?

There were several issues that received extensive discussion: How to handle tenure and in which department would faculty be tenured. Faculty wished to chose the department in which they would be tenured and it would not be a decision that could be made by the dean. Finding names for the departments that would be acceptable to the majority. Another issue was that CNR in the past had been dominantly perceived as applied profession based college. It has evolved to include more basic science in the social and biophysical sciences now offered in the curriculum and as substantial parts of faculty research programs.  The new structure was needed to provide a better representation of these changes.
Following some further discussion, there was a motion to amend the NOI (Geist/Joyce) to strike the term “biogeosciences” from the proposed name of the new CNR department as stated.
There was a concern that there had been little input from faculty working across the interdisciplinary area of biogeosciences and that use of the name by the CNR department would disadvantage other programs attempting to attract graduate students.

There was further discussion with suggestions that varied the proposed name of the department.

Dean McLaughlin noted that these changes had been reviewed and discussed at length by a large number of CNR faculty. The counter argument was that there had been little opportunity for input from faculty outside of CNR. Clarification was sought with reference to the spectrum of disciplines that was represented in faculty expertise in the department.

Would there be future joint appointments of faculty in this department with departments in other colleges?
The dean was strongly in favor of pursuing such joint appointments.

It was noted that the process to bring the re-organization forward was impressive, but the UI community would benefit from on-going discussions about the issues raised today. 
There being no further discussion the question of the amendment was called. Five in favor, 10 against, motion to amend defeated.
It was noted that for a small number of faculty, the new structures were not a good fit.
The dean responded that the majority of the faculty were sympathetic to the dilemma of faculty for whom the fit was difficult, and they were highly supportive. He saw this as a positive aspect.
There were still several open questions about the Forest Products program.
The dean noted that in his view, the Forest Products discipline needs to continue to be forward-looking and embrace changes such as a focus on biomaterials. There was potential for this area to engage with faculty across engineering, chemistry and agriculture to determine if there was critical mass to make this a focus area. He added that the VPR was assisting by setting up a task-force that would assist the group in looking at issues such as new product development and needs for a changing workforce.
A student member of the senate noted that the overall changes would be of long-term benefit to the students.
There being no further discussion with respect to the NOI, the question was called; 17 in favor, approved.

The Chair had joined the meeting. He thanked Vice-Chair Eveleth for conducting the first part of the meeting in his absence. He then addressed an issue raised at the General Faculty Meeting last week. The meeting had moved to direct the senate to take up the question of the exact place of residence of tenure as it was not clearly addressed in SBOE policy nor in the FSH. Did it reside in the department or in the university? Tenure is awarded by the Regents at the recommendation of the President. However if a program is closed, this is one of a few mechanisms that can lead to the lay-off of tenured faculty. [There are also indirect references in the FSH to where tenure resides, for example see FSH 3520 E2 - faculty appointed to an academic administrator position retains tenure in that department.] It was moved (Miller/Williams) to refer this matter to the Faculty Affairs Committee to study and bring forward their recommendations, approved unanimously.
The new Budget Director, Keith Ickes was welcomed to address the senate on current budget issues.
He noted that at present the state budget was in flux as legislators were currently debating projected revenues and likely ramification for the budget. In his presentation to JFAC yesterday, president Nellis had recommended that the federal stimulus funds should be directed to higher education as this was the original intent. 
The Governor had recommended that the 6% hold-back that was imposed earlier this year should be implemented as a permanent change. The additional 1.4 to 1.6% rescission would impact UI at a level of $1.8 million. This was presently a one-time change but it was likely that it would also be made a permanent change. He noted that the legislature have multiple, complex challenges to deal with in the present fiscal situation.

On an encouraging note, the SBOE had agreed that UI can engage in discussion of double digit fee increases for the up-coming year. This change in philosophy by the SBOE was supported by the Governor. The options will need to be explored in the context of Idaho median income level.
The Chair asked Mr. Ickes to address the short-term issue of possible furlough implementation. Discussions had proposed a tiered model in which one hour of furlough would accrue for every $2,500 of salary with a cap of six furlough days.
There was discussion about how the calculation would affect those on nine month appointments. The effect would be that furloughs for faculty on nine month appointments would be proportionately larger than for those on 12 month appointments.

If the model were changed to take out the cap, how would that effect furlough days taken by others?

Mr. Ickes replied that there were very few employees in pay levels above the cap (equivalent to $130,000 salary). There was little change in the effect of this model on the furloughs that would accrue to most employees.

There was further discussion about issues such as the effect of the calculation of furlough days for employees who were on split appointments for example those who received salary from grants or from Hatch funds.

Mr. Ickes replied that federal funded salary components were not included in the calculation of furlough days. The exact situation for those partially funded on Hatch funds was less clear-cut.
When will a decision be made about if/when furloughs will be implemented?

Mr. Ickes replied that it was very difficult to speculate because the state legislature had yet to decide the magnitude of the rescission that would be passed on to the university.
The discussion turned to the effect of implementing furloughs in conjunction with cancelling classes.

Cancelling classes sends a powerful message. This would be a tough decision as it may have negative impact on perceptions from the diverse range of university constituents. 
It was noted by one senator that the faculty are often asked to carry the burden of such issues and if there were no classes cancelled this again puts much of the burden on the faculty who would then in effect, be taking a pay cut and not a furlough.

It was further discussed that closing the institution for a day (period undecided) impacted the many activities of the university, not only teaching. It is difficult to make the message heard by the legislators that the university is involved in a broad array of activities and teaching is only one of these. 

The notion of what message is sent to present and future students if some classes were cancelled was also debated.
It was further suggested that if classes were to be cancelled a compromise might be to cancel classes on days continuous with scheduled breaks in teaching such as spring break or exam week.

It was noted that an increase in student fees would facilitate the university’s long-term commitment to providing a quality education for our students.

A student senator noted that there would be broad support from the student body for an increase in fees. Students see the extremely good value they are getting for a quality education and they would be in favor of supporting fees at a level that enables UI to sustainably offer quality programs.

As the hour was late, the Chair thanked the Budget Director for his willingness to meet with the senate.
Adjournment: It was moved (Battaglia/Fritz) to adjourn at 5:06 p.m. The motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted, 

Rodney A. Hill, Faculty Secretary and 

Secretary to Faculty Senate.

