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University of Idaho
Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes

2009-10 Meeting #18
Tuesday, February 2, 2010
Present:  Baillargeon, Baird, Baker (w/o vote), Barlow, Edwards, Eveleth, Geist, Graden, Guilfoyle, Adams for Hill (w/o vote), Huber, Joyce, Limbaugh, Marshall, Mihelich, Miller (chair), Murphy, Padaghm-Albrecht, Williams, Wilson. Center-Campus Senators: Budwig (Boise), Dakins (Idaho Falls), Newcombe (Coeur d’Alene).  Absent: Battaglia, Fritz, Hill (w/o vote), Holbrook, Stark, Stearns.  Guests:  8.
A quorum being present, the Chair opened the meeting at 3:30 p.m., several members checking their watches, not for the time, but for the year as seeing the former faculty secretary taking minutes suggested that they might have been sucked into some Star-Trekian space-time discontinuity, but it was merely that the faculty secretary had to be out of town on university business.
Minutes:  It was moved and seconded (Eveleth, Baillargeon) to accept the minutes of meeting #16 as distributed.  The motion carried unanimously.

Chair’s Report:  The chair brought to the senate’s attention FSH 3750 which describes certain educational benefits for employee spouses. Those benefits would appear to be more restricted for newly hired employees than for employees that have been on staff for more than four years. The chair wondered if that restriction was in the best interest of the university since spousal educational privileges were a possible recruitment tool.  He suggested the section be sent to the Faculty Affairs Committee for discussion of this issue and for overall clarification.  It was moved and seconded (Miller, Graden) to send the section to Faculty Affairs. The motion carried unanimously. 
Provost’s Report: The provost reported on an interesting week in Boise last week where President Nellis made his annual request to the Joint Finance and Administration Committee (JFAC).  The prevailing mood was one of fiscal pessimism. The governor has recommended a further holdback of 1.5% for the current fiscal year (FY2010) but the legislature is leaning toward a larger rescission, perhaps of 4.0%. He reminded senate that the university had suffered a 6% holdback in FY2009 and a 6% holdback already in FY2010. Private conversations with legislators suggest that we should expect a continuing decline in state support in coming years.  

The Superintendent of Public Instruction Luna has suggested that the reserves of the land grant endowment fund to soften the reductions to the K-12 budget. The university might have a similar draw on its portion of those funds. The provost was cautious about drawing down those reserves, however, because the income to the fund was largely through timber sales and the number of such sales and the prices obtained at those sales was a low point.

He briefly mentioned the possibility of employee furloughs (see further below).  If there were to be furloughs the time to apply them was growing short, especially for nine-month employees. The president planned to “read the tea leaves” this week concerning further state revenue reductions and its magnitude, make his decision, and announce it perhaps next week. Concerning the possibility of furloughs the provost added that state legislators had cautioned the university that any furloughs should have minimal impact on students (i.e., no canceling of classes).

In happier news, the provost announced that the university’s enrollment was up 2.9% (320 students) over last spring, graduate enrollment was up 6% and freshman enrollment was up 11% as of the 10th day figures. Particularly heartening was the increase in freshman retention rates and the increase in transfer students. The university has dedicated considerable effort to both situations and the reward is gratifying. While applications for next fall had been down in December when compared to a record high in December 2008, right now they were dead even with last year’s.

A senator noted that Idaho ranked 49/50 in the number of dollars per student in K-12. That level of funding presumably created greater needs for the university to provide remedial work. He also asked that the senate be kept apprised of any change in compensation of the football coaching staff and the AD and where any additional monies might be coming from.  The provost readily agreed. The provost also noted that when the matter of ‘remedial’ work at the universities was raised in Boise, the legislative response was usually along the lines of what was the university doing to better train K-12 teachers. He was pleased with the dynamics of our College of Education’s reform of teacher education.

Efficiency Memo:  The chair began this discussion by saying that only one item remained to be discussed concerning the provost’s August memo on efficiency: the disposition of salary savings on a resignation or retirement.  He would argue that all such salary savings should stay with the unit until such time as the position was assigned by the provost or appropriate vice president to another unit. Professor Murphy, representing the UBAC, said that group had sent to the president a proposal that, inter alia, recommended that 75% of the salary savings occasioned by the resignation or retirement of an employee remain with the originating unit until the position was formally assigned back to the original unit or to another.  25% of the savings would go to a central fund that would be used only to “fund” rescissions so that units would be “held harmless” for any rescission amounting to 3% or less.

The discussion was centered largely on two themes: the desirability of having a strategic reserve or “rainy day fund” (and one would think we were situated on the west side of the Olympics for all the rainy days we have had and may project for the future) and the temptation for the central administration to use such funds to “make a difference” in areas other than providing a shock-absorber for rescissions.

It was moved (Miller, Edwards) that the senate recommend that salary savings remain with the college/unit until the open position has been assigned back to the originating unit or to another unit. 
It was moved and seconded (Graden, Guilfoyle) to amend the previous motion that 75% of the salary savings remain with the college/unit until the open position has been assigned back to the originating unit or to another and that the remaining 25% be held centrally to form a strategic reserve.  The motion carried 16-3-1.  The main motion then carried unanimously. 
The provost was asked his response to the long-running discussion of his memo.  He said that he thought there had been many positive suggestions made and he would respond more fully next week.

Partner Accommodation: The chair reminded the senate that the issue of partner accommodation (FS-10-033) had been on its agenda for some time.  It had been sent to the university’s general counsel for review and suggestion but that general counsel had as yet to take any action.  The chair was recalling the item to the senate and encouraging senators to communicate it to their constituencies for comment; it would be on next week’s senate agenda for discussion.

Structure of Furloughs: The senate returned to the question of possible furloughs.  The provost reiterated the notion that the possibility of a further rescission was high and thus the possibility of some sort of furlough was correspondingly high.  The president had suggested, at the university faculty meeting, that there be graduated furloughs: everyone would have a minimum furlough of four hours and those making more than $20,000 would have an additional hour of furlough for every $2,500 of salary. The maximum furlough would be six days.  Furloughs would only affect permanent employees and, where employees were paid partly with state funds and partly with federal or other money, the furloughs would only affect the state-funded portion of their salary. It was not yet clear about the portion of anyone’s salary that was supported by Hatch (or similar) funds.
Several senators expressed support for the president’s graduated proposal and at least one senator suggested that the possibility of raising both the lower and upper limits be explored (e.g., those making more than $30,000 and an upper limit of 7 days).  However, it was also suggested by several that closing the university for a day, or two, would be less disruptive to faculty and students, and make more obvious the effect of decreased funding (to students and the general public), than everyone taking furloughs at their own convenience (though that very convenience might be received as a partial recompense for the loss of income).  It was noted that however furloughs were structured there was the potential for a furlough to have a greater immediate impact on classified staff as any hours not worked (because of a furlough) would necessarily result in a reduction of pay in that pay period.  For other employees there is the option of spreading the reduced pay over multiple pay periods.
Senators were asked to poll their constituencies so as to try to ascertain the general feeling of the larger community.
Adjournment: The hour having arrived, it was moved and seconded (Murphy, Huber) to adjourn.  The motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m.
Respectfully submitted, 
Douglas Q. Adams, 

Secretary Emeritus of the Senate 

and Faculty Secretary Emeritus
