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University of Idaho

University Faculty Meeting

April 28, 2008

President White called the meeting to order at 3:35 p.m. in Janssen Engineering. There were only about sixty faculty members in attendance, and thus there was no quorum present.

Minutes: The minutes of the November university faculty meeting were approved as distributed.

In Memoriam: The president asked for a moment of silent reflection on the lives and works of the following University of Idaho faculty members who had died since our last university faculty meeting:

In Memoriam

General Faculty Meeting

April 28, 2008

Roy A. Bell

Professor Emeritus of Photography

— February 2008 —

Richard L. Day

Professor Emeritus of Geography

— November 2007 —

Donald Del Mar

Professor Emeritus of Production/Operations Management

— January 2007 —

Sandra L. Haarsager
Professor of Journalism and Mass Media

— October 2007 —

Forrest H. Hall

Professor Emeritus of Civil Engineering

— September 2007 —

James H. Hardcastle

Professor Emeritus of Civil Engineering and Geological Engineering 

— April 2008 —

Robert D. Harris

Professor Emeritus of History

— September 2007 —

John L. Pulliam
Professor Emeritus of Architecture

— January 2008 —

R. Robert Romanko

Extension Professor Emeritus

— December 2007 —

Dorothy Scholl Ross
Extension Professor Emerita

—September 2007 —

Walter C. Sparks

Research Professor Emeritus of Horticulture

— May 2007 —

Ronald S. Thaemert
Associate Extension Professor

— February 2008 —

Having earlier in the afternoon given his address to the university, the president contented himself with a very few general remarks. He noted that this year had seen the hiring of some sixty new faculty members—out of a total of 889 (of which 15 new hires were new faculty positions). The numbers of new hires for next year should be somewhat smaller, but it was clear that hiring this year and next were causing substantial renewal among the faculty. He also noted an elaborate bonding process undertaken this year which had retired some old bonds with relatively high interest rates and replaced them with bonds with substantially lower rates for a savings over time of approximately $7 million. Also new bonds were issued which raised money for infrastructure, particularly along the line of increasing energy efficiency, which will also save us large sums in the future.

Departing from the published agenda, the president indicated he wanted to have discussions on the assessment of graduate education (i.e., the Yardley Report) and on strategic budgeting. He noted that the Yardley Report had been initiated by the institution and was an attempt to come to understand the possibilities of improving our national competitiveness. He noted that the tone was problematic in areas, and that there were inevitably some errors of fact, but also that there is much truth in the report and he thought it a good place to start our self-examination.

Taking up the conversation, the provost said that there were some good ideas in the report (he instanced the possibility of increasing the number of professional master’s programs) and that we needed to decide which ones they were and to move forward in implementing them. He noted that there would be a two-day workshop on May 12-13 (immediately after graduation), for all academic unit administrators to work on those issues. It was important to find ways to have these discussions in productive ways, noting that such discussions were a part of the Strategic Plan’s Goal IV, “Culture and Climate.” Solving some of the communication issues under Goal IV would greatly enhance work on the other goals as well.

The president then moved the conversation to strategic budgeting issues. He noted that our number one legislative agenda item was for a 5% CEC; the legislature ultimately approved a 3% CEC. We were hoping for $4 million for facilities; we got $1.4. We, along with BSU and ISU, had sought $3 million in on-going money for the Center for Advanced Energy Studies (CAES); the legislature appropriated $1.5 in one-time money. There were no additional faculty lines funded; there were no inflationary increases funded. We had sought from the board an increase of 7.9% in student fees; we received 5%--leaving a funding hole of some $1 million.

In short it was not a good year for increases from the legislature or board; there is no reason to suppose the next legislative session will be any better. How do we allocate those resources we do have? How do we cover rising “fixed” costs? How do we increase enrollment, one revenue area where we might look for increases? What of extramurally funded research and private gifting that are also important revenue streams?
Next November the political scene in Washington, DC will continue to change, however the elections turn out. If we are successful in garnering research dollars, it will be because we have established relationships with funding agencies. Relying on the political clout of Idaho’s congressional delegation will produce fewer results than in the past.

Lloyd Mues, vice president for finance and administration, noted, on the positive side of things, that our budget is, and has been, in the black and that we have the full legislative appropriation working for us at all times. We were able to calculate our income for this fiscal year almost exactly, being only 1% off (a combination of lower enrollments and lower interest earnings). The administration has been working closely with the University Budget and Finance Committee all year on budget and finance matters.

Recognizing that there are unmet needs at the university, the administration initiated a program to identify them. Some $20 million worth of unmet needs were identified, of which $4-5 million were identified as sufficiently pressing as to need attention in next year’s budget. Three of these key issues have to do with generating future revenue: advancement, strategic enrollment management, and increasing student retention. The fourth is to beef up the staff preparing for external audits which have become much more stringent over the past couple of years.

In the ensuing discussion a number of issues were raised:

Why a higher tax on Y-accounts? By and large the colleges have decided that increasing the tax on Y-accounts is a more palatable way of reallocating resources than some others which have been suggested. Then, too, there is the political necessity of decreasing our year-to-year carry-over as that carry-over makes it seem to board, governor and legislature that new money is not needed.

How long do we anticipate the tough times to last? With respect to our national peers we are much better off in that 37% of our budget comes from appropriated money, but the percentage of the overall state budget going to higher education has steadily declined over the last twenty years. So, while the legislative allocation tends still to go up, it does not go up as fast as inflation; increases are to be seen only for special projects, not for ongoing programs and other needs. No change in this picture is anticipated.

Which of our needs are likely to gain the legislature’s attention next year? If the dual law school plan is adopted, that would be a funding priority. More money for CAES is probable, as is more money for CEC. There may be further interest in building a new North Idaho facility. Other than that, the appropriation is very likely to remain flat.

Why not vertical rather than horizontal cuts? We need to have our priorities articulated and agreed upon (see proposed Yardley Report discussion above). We need to make strategic investments in selected areas, and that will inevitably mean strategic disinvestment in others. Areas that need selective investment, so as to increase revenue, are advancement and enrollment management. The provost noted that overall enrollments were down some 10% over the past five years; graduate enrollments down 20%. We now need to make decisions about priorities so as to grow.

Report from Faculty Council: President White turned the meeting over to Professor Donald Crowley, chair of Faculty Council, for the discussion of the various items subsumed under the Report of Faculty Council. Professor Crowley prefaced his remarks by thanking the vice chair, Professor Karen Guilfoyle, the faculty secretary, Douglas Adams, the assistant to the faculty secretary, Ms. Ann Thompson, members of Faculty Council, and members of the various university-level committees who had worked so hard this year on these and a number of other important issues.

I. Proposed Changes/Additions to the Faculty-Staff Handbook (FSH).

· FC-08-006: FSH 2700: Student Evaluation of Teaching: The changes approved by Faculty Council for this section of the Handbook remove all the specific procedures and add the possibility of formative student evaluations of teaching, not to be used for personnel evaluations, to be given in the middle of the semester.

· FC-08-029, FC-08-041: FSH 1620: University Level Committees: Changes approved by Faculty Council specify quorums for university-level committees, responsibilities of chairs, and Faculty Council’s sole responsibility for establishing, disestablishing, and structuring the committees under its jurisdiction.
· FC-08-030, FC-08-032, FC-08-040: FSH 1640: Committee Directory (includes changes to FSH 2400, 3230, 3840 and 3910): Changes in structure, membership of various committees (largely proposed by the committees themselves). With the approval of the previous change to FSH 1620, matters such as these will not be brought to future university faculty meetings.
· FC-08-045: FSH 1470 (New): University Archives: This is a new section of the Handbook created to clarify what university documents, paper or digital, should be saved for historic, and sometimes legal, purposes, how they should be saved, and who is responsible for their oversight.
· FC-08-047: FSH 1800: Staff Affairs By-Laws: Some editorial changes, but substantively the addition of permanent non-Moscow members to the Staff Affairs Committee.
II. Proposed Changes to the University of Idaho Catalog.

· FC-08-022: Regulation J-3 – Core Proposal: This change removes the cluster requirement from the Core. Jean Henscheid, director of the University of Idaho Core Program, noted that the list of humanities, social sciences, capstone, and international courses which, in effect, replaces the cluster requirement is a living list and urged faculty members to propose new courses for it. Nancy Krogh, registrar, noted that, upon presidential approval, students will be able to opt to change to the new core or to remain with the old. A student changing will need to fill out a change form.
· FC-08-049: NOI: College of Education, Human Resource Development Certificate
As there is no quorum, these items are all deemed to have the university faculty’s approval and will be sent to the president for his consideration.

Further Discussion: The president took a moment to thank Professor Crowley, members of Faculty Council, and to all those who have worked so hard to bring the previous measures before us.

Tenure for senior instructors: A faculty member raised the issue of tenure for senior instructors. The provost responded that he did not think it appropriate to award tenure to those who were not doing the full range of teaching, research, and service. So, he would not approve tenure requests for those who were appointed to the senior instructor position in the future (current senior instructors were fully eligible for future tenure consideration). He has been rebuffed by the board in his attempt to provide multi-year contracts for such positions, but he thinks there are work arounds. On a somewhat related issue, he said that Faculty Council would be asked to look into the possibility of non-tenureable, “clinical professorships” next year.

Quorum: Another faculty member pointed to the lack of a quorum and concluded that it was a sign of widespread faculty disaffection. He noted that a long history of essentially across-the-board budget cuts had meant there was no reward system within the university. How can we reinvent ourselves in a subtle way that will not alienate productive workers? The president responded by pointing out that this was an exceptionally busy time of year for everyone. It was also the case that participation in such meetings, and in faculty governance in general, was down nationally, not just here. But that the key point was how we as a community would go about setting priorities in an era of continuing tight resources. Our previous competition to imagine new, interdisciplinary programs was very successful. We can’t do that every year, but we look forward to doing it again. Another faculty member pointed out that, in the absence of a controversial issue (such as the meeting where spousal accommodation appeared on the agenda), a quorum was difficult to assemble because so many had pressing business in offices or classrooms.  He himself had attended some fifty university faculty meetings because he enjoys the dialog.
Advancement: A faculty member observed that all she ever seemed to hear about in terms of a capital campaign was remodeling the Kibbie Dome. Was that really the focus of the campaign? The president responded that the campaign that was ready for launch had been in the making for eighteen months as the proper infrastructure was built up. The campaign, “Campaign Idaho: Silver and Bold,” had as its overall goal $300 million, of which $35 million was designated for improvements to the Dome. He also noted that the Dome was used for athletics 22% of the time; the other 78% was devoted to academic, student-life, or other purposes. Chris Murray, vice president for advancement, added that the campaign had four foci: faculty, students, facilities, and programs. Starting in the fall there would be regular progress reports published. In response to an observation that the university could not simply continue taking positions from individual units (and that shrinking programs militated against increased enrollments), Mr. Murray noted that lost positions or new positions will not be coming from the state we need to look at endowed professorships.

The president concluded by noting the university was at a critical juncture and welcomed the informative discussion. He invited all to share in a reception following the meeting in the Brink Hall Faculty Lounge.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Douglas Q. Adams, Faculty Secretary


