
 

 

DRAFT minutes 
UMKC Faculty Senate 
Meeting of 5 March 2013 
 
PRESENT:  Ebersole; Ward-Smith; McArthur; Stancel; Fieldman; Wyckoff; Plamann; 
Gardner; Burnett; Holder; Ellinghausen; Grieco; Dilks; Richardson; Solose; 
Morehouse; McCall; Butner; Luppino; Sykes Berry; Pennington; Gerkovich; 
Hermanns; Flowers; Kumar  EXCUSED:  Petrie; Nickel; Igwe; Bethman   ABSENT: Van 
de Liefvoort; O’Brien; Krantz 

 

Information items: 

Draft agenda approved 

Draft minutes of 19 February approved [with change: McNeely to McNeley] 

Provost’s remarks 

 Update on System strat plan efforts; subset of visioning team going to 
workshop next week [background reminds that short-mid term grow enrollment]  
After enrollment is maximized, we will need other mechanisms, which should be in 
place and in use long before that happens.  Distributes a list of ideas for long-term 
income growth; some are on System level, others appropriate for some campuses 
and not others; not all of them are even viable.  But the need is to develop a 
sufficiently robust list that, within it, there are enough ideas that make sense, can be 
tried out, and potentially put in place.  Provost adds that ongoing is the effort to 
continue – expand – dev’t efforts -- fund-raising from private donors, and increasing 
research funding.  As she goes through the list, the Provost wants to know: 1) Are 
there things that shouldn’t be here, are simply bad ideas?  2) Are there things that 
we ought to add for sake of completeness? 

 Tuition: Differential tuition; flat tuition > ~12 hours; individualized 
tuitions/fees; regional rate to attract more out-of-state (US) students, would reduce 
out-of-state tuition; Bloch and Cons esp, decouple tuition from rest of campus; fixed 
tuition; free credit hours past a certain point in degree; incentives to stay after 
bachelors.  Q: possible to just establish a universal flat rate?  A: Perhaps with Cons, 
perhaps  

 Programs/Curricula/Academic progress: Expand program offerings; flexible 
prog offerings; cites UWisconsin-Madison for start-stop in program without penalty; 
credit for prior learning (not as extreme as WGU), giving more credit than usual for 
courses at other institutions – note that terminology is full of experiment.  
Important to look at other institutions.  American Council on Education is on record 
regarding what it believes are three very promising innovations in higher ed: 1) 
MOOCs; 2) identification of patterns of student behavior and conduct that will 
facilitate completion of degree or, conversely, characterize students at risk (the 



 

 

Provost notes that UMKC is moving in that direction with the current and pending 
improvements and enhancements to student advising); and 3) customizing learning, 
in part by using technology and other means to support flexible calendaring, self-
paced learning, modular learning, competency-based learning, and so on.  (13:09) 

Expand fast-track Bachelors’ + Masters’ degree program, as in SICE; or law-school’s 
six-yr prog – more pipeline programs.  Interdisciplinary degree completion program 
as an alter to BLA for students not in liberal arts; post-traditional learners (!), (a 
term used by ACE).  What we have called our non-traditional students are not non-
traditional!  because only 15-25% of all baccalaureate students on campus are what 
used to be considered the college-UG norm, 18-22 years old, directly out of high 
school, pursuijg degree full-time on campus.  UMKC has always had a higher 
proportion of such students.  

 

Expand on-line distance offerings; expand cont-ed prof masters’ degree offerings 
(Bloch: MS in finance, real estate) (16:56)  [School of Nursing and Health Studies – 
name change – because SoN is not only producing nurses, but also Bachelor of 
Health Sciences (? Here there is a lack of certainty regarding exact degree title) 
degree, a degree initiated because we were losing so many pre-prof nursing 
students because enrollment so limited; these students went elsewhere to go to 
nursing school, whereas many truly desired just to be in the health professions; 
because of the new degree, many who formerly left are now staying. (18:35)  Also 
opening up other opportunities… 

Partnerships: Dual-degree program with Rockhurst in engineering.  Rockhurst does 
not have resources to create an engineering program, and was having to turn away 
engineering-minded students who also want to attend a Jesuit university. SICE has 
capacity; collaboration means that students enroll at Rockhurst, with its higher 
tuition.  Any discounting is done by Rockhurst, which pays full regular UMKC tuition 
for the students who do the engineering-specific coursework for the degree here.  
Rockhurst gains a program it could not afford; UMKC gets students at a higher 
tuition rate than if they were enrolled here to begin with, and the Provost says that 
the community is very favorable toward the program because of the two schools 
working together.  (21:34)  Other examples of sharing faculty, resources in different 
ways. 

Q: Re training for faculty so that technology can be used to its potential  A: FaCET 
and on-line learning initiatives make that already available.  Q: Re partnering 
w/Columbia? Is w/in system partnering as valuable?  Provost says some of this 
happening as soon as next fall; (26:00) notes that this may help some programs that 
are vulnerable to elimination because of the small numbers of graduates they 
produce. 

 

Administrative Issues Committee: (Peggy and Sue) 



 

 

1) Continuity in Executive Committee: four of five Senate officers – Chair, 
Vice Chair, Secretary, and one of two IFC representatives, all complete 
their terms this year.  To ensure greater continuity in future, AIC 
proposes a change to the SOPs that, for the upcoming election, will elect 
officers for one-, two-, or three-year terms rather than the standard three, 
so that subsequent three-year terms will be staggered.  (Cf US Senate) 
(27:13) 

2) Proposes changing terms such that officers can serve only one three-year 
term, allowing for more people to have leadership opportunity.  Note that 
ex-officio members are not subject to the same Senate rules. 
 

Discussion: Chair Ebersole is not in favor of limiting officers to a single term, 
noting that the faculty chair is also an ex officio member of the IFC.  The chair 
of the faculty from each of the four campuses becomes chair of IFC once 
every four years; were UMKC’s faculty chair to be new to that position in the 
same year as he or she rotated into the chair of IFC, UMKC would be 
tremendously disadvantaged.  For this and other reasons, we ought to trust 
our colleagues with the vote and not impose artificial limitations. 

From a different perspective, a Senator suggests that it is too easy to live with 
the status quo, and retain people in office under the influence of inertia.  
Limiting terms of service to one would end that thinking. (31:07) 

Ebersole also notes that at least two of the other campuses are discussing 
longer terms for their officers; Vice Chair Ward-Smith says that such 
discussions are coming as part of a larger change, which would have an 
individual serve a two-year term as Vice Chair, another as Chair, and a third 
as ex officio. 

Senator Burnett sees no pressure/arm-twisting being exerted to keep the 
same individuals in office.  Drawing a parallel to the practice in the Missouri 
Legislature, she observes that she has found term limits to be frustrating and 
inefficient.  Senator Wyckoff suggests that if there is to be any limit, two 
terms (rather than one) might be more appropriate, noting that it takes time, 
sometimes quite a lot of it, even to know with whom one is working, much 
less to master the job.  Continuing that thread, Senator McArthur cautions 
that, considering the time it often takes to bring ideas to the implementation 
stage, a too-frequent change in leadership may make it more likely that active 
initiatives get abandoned for reasons of politics and personal priorities. 

There seems to be general agreement in favor of staggering exec-committee 
terms; the discussion then turns to a mechanism for accomplishing this.   One 
possibility, suggested by Vice-Chair Ward-Smith, is to extend her own 
current term for a year while electing Chair and Secretary for standard 
terms; Ebersole expresses personal discomfort at the notion of anyone 
currently in office acting to extend his or her own term, (39:18) and that such 



 

 

an action would certainly arouse suspicion and distrust.  Senator Wyckoff 
suggests making one current officer ex officio for a year to provide continuity.  
Extending Ward-Smith’s term by a year continues to be urged as the solution, 
to which Senator Holder objects that the Senate does not have the authority 
to simply make such a decision; (41:13) Senator Sykes Berry responds that 
the Bylaws do in fact provide for this, and a search ensues for the relevant 
language.  An alternative, suggested from the floor, is that the Senate hold 
elections annually; that way, if someone was unable to complete a term, an 
election for the remainder of that position would be added to the ballot.  
(44:07) Returning to the original proposal – that the Spring 2013 ballot be 
for a 3-year term for Chair, 2 years for the Secretary, and one for Vice Chair – 
Senator Sykes Berry objects that if Ward-Smith is not re-elected, there would 
be loss of continuity.  Ebersole remarks that the will of the people is what 
should be reflected in the outcomes of elections. 

The idea of chained positions – that the individual elected as Vice Chair then 
becomes Chair, etc. – resurfaces.  While it has its merits in ensuring 
continuity, it is also true, as Ebersole notes, that under such a system it is 
harder to make changes should they become desirable.  Finally it is noted 
that the Senate can change its SOPs internally, whereas a more substantive 
change, to the Bylaws, requires that both Senate and full faculty vote in 
approval.  The proposal that only the upcoming ballot present officers for 
terms of unequal length is an SOP matter requiring only one meeting, and 
thus can be put into place now; otherwise there will be at least one more year 
of the status quo.  It is finally decided that a change to the SOPs now will be 
contingent upon the Bylaws change going forward. 

Another matter from the AIC: Dean’s evaluations.  Vice Chair Ward-Smith 
reminds the Senators that in Fall 2012 we had voted to align the Senate-led 
faculty evaluations of Deans with the Provost’s “360” evaluation (50:46); this 
alignment, she says, means that all data is simultaneously available, making it 
less likely that data from any particular source be overlooked or ignored. AIC 
has been working with the Office of Institutional Research to arrive at 
agreements about content, the scale to be used, and etc. The Senate’s 
evaluation instrument had 17 items and used a 5-point scale; OIR’s contains 
20 items and uses a 4-point scale.  OIR is quite insistent about the use of the 
4-point scale. The three items not previously contained in the Senate’s 
version ask about a dean’s alignment with mission and vision, use of creative 
and innovative ideas to move the unit forward, and the dean’s academic 
priorities.  There is much space for comments, as well as an overall 
evaluation and a question about retention.  AIC accepted the 20-question 
instrument. 

Ward-Smith feels that the agreed-upon document reflects the majority of 
faculty concerns.  In noting how it is reviewed, it appears that the raw data is 
seen by few: it is seen by AIC, and reviewed by the Executive Committee in 



 

 

comparison with the executive review of that data as distilled by the Office of 
Institutional Research.   Neither the faculties of individual schools, nor deans 
themselves, see the raw data; some is felt to be “inappropriate” for a dean to 
see, some doesn’t make sense, etc.   

AIC and OIR have also agreed together on a rolling three-year schedule; 
Ward-Smith lists those deans up for review this fall.  It is noted that the Dean 
of the Medical School does not appear on the list, as she reports to the 
Chancellor, not the Provost.  Even so, Ebersole and others argue that that 
should not interfere with the faculty’s right, via the Senate’s own review plan, 
to evaluate its dean, and that the evaluation should be reviewed by both 
Provost and Chancellor.  Ward-Smith asks whether AIC should go to the 
Chancellor, either to learn from him his intended schedule for her review or 
to effect adding her to the schedule now in place for the other deans; and 
adds to that the fact that there is still no schedule for review of the Provost: 
should AIC bring that issue to the Chancellor as well? 

Upon mention that the Provost’s review was scheduled for this fall 
[correction later in the conversation: fall of 2014], Ward-Smith responds that 
reviews are scheduled by OIR.  But Ebersole reminds us that the Senate does 
not do its work at the whim of OIR or others, and Senator Burnett asks to 
move to add the Provost to the schedule of reviews, as per the normal 
rotation (every three years).  These are, Ward-Smith cautions, two different 
issues; where OIR may be part of the mechanism under which a review of the 
Medical School dean is effected, the evaluation of the Provost is a different 
matter.  (58:33) She asks that the evaluation instrument, and the schedule, be 
approved now, followed by decisions about the other matters. 

Chair Ebersole attempts to summarize the gist of the issue from the faculty 
perspective.  His points are these:  the faculty deserves to have a say in 
evaluating the administration; reviews of both Provost and Med-School Dean 
WILL happen, regardless of what administrative office nominally oversees 
such practices, as a faculty-driven requirement; optimally, those reviews will 
happen at the same time as the Provost’s “360” evaluation of deans, because 
they will have maximum impact at that time; while there has heretofore been 
no faculty evaluation of provosts, from this point forward this needs to be 
built into the schedule to occur once every three years, like the dean 
evaluations.  Ward-Smith asks again to coordinate those two evaluations 
through OIR, so that the data doesn’t get overlooked; Ebersole will speak to 
Chancellor Morton about this, and report back at the next meeting. 

The question of whether or not to approve the documents – the schedule of 
reviews as presented, and the revised set of questions – is approved. 

The issue of changing the Senate’s SOPs for the upcoming election is revived.  
As presented, the incoming Vice Chair will serve for one year, after which the 
post will be put to the ballot again, this time for a standard, 3-year term.  A 



 

 

“friendly amendment” is offered, saying that should the one current officer 
who is running in the upcoming election, Vice Chair Ward-Smith, fail to be re-
elected, one of the three current officers (Ebersole, Ward-Smith, Fieldman) 
will be appointed to a single year of service, ex officio and non-voting, to 
provide continuity through the transition. (1:07:25) There is objection to this 
on the basis that such a drastic change is a Bylaws, not an SOP, change; but 
the reply is that such a move is a contingency move, not permanent, and 
because the appointment would not affect the voting membership of the 
Executive Committee there is essentially no impact.  Senator Holder suggests 
that the appointment be informal: that the new Chair of the Senate ask Ward-
Smith to sit in a year to provide continuity.   Thus two proposals are voted 
on: 

1) As proposed from the floor, the Vice-Chair position would be appointed 
for a single year, after which an election is held for the normal 3-year 
term. (1:10:00) 

2) As written, the terms will be staggered, with the Vice-Chair term being set, 
for this election only, as a one-year term. 

SECRETARY’S NOTE:  The results of the vote are not audible on the recording. 

 

GenEd: 

Linda Plamann, appointed by the Provost to be the General Education Program 
Coordinator: 

She summarizes her roles and responsibilities from slides that show the 
actual language developed for the position: 

She is to facilitate implementation of the GenEd program, and see it through 
its first year.  Her “term,” then, is to expire in July 2014.  

In this role, she will interact with the Senate’s GenEd committee chair and 
subcommittee chairs, with the registrar, academic advisors, Univ communication, 
student affairs.  She is an ex officio, non-voting member of the GenEd Curriculum 
(GEC) committee, with no vote on curriculum matters.  She will be working in 
consultation with Nathan Lindsay, Assistant Vice-Provost for Assessment, and 
provide feedback to department chairs and other faculty, making sure that the right 
courses are being offered to enable achievement of Student Learning Outcomes 
(SLOs), and that the complex of Anchor, Platform, and Discourse courses is coherent. 
She will work with FaCET and others to build in opportunities for professional 
development for the faculty.  She will also be working to achieve functional means of 
communication between the various involved parties, and eventually will work on 
student appeals conventions.  



 

 

Ebersole suggests that we build in to the description that it be the active 
interface between the GEC and the Senate, that at least once a semester the 
Coordinator report back to the Senate.  Plamann readily agrees; Ebersole urges that 
this be formalized in the language of the position. 

Q: Is this a part-time job? (laughter)  A: For the first approx.. 2 months, 
perhaps ¾ time, and then will diminish to approximately half-time.  Ebersole notes 
that the Provost conceives of the Coordinator position as short-term, with a year of 
heavy activity that then tapers off.  But the success of the GenEd program rests on its 
ability to meet the outside pressures we are hearing from employers – that 
graduates be able to read, speak, and write within a variety of immediate contexts 
without losing sight of the shared, more universal elements – and that 
accomplishing this is going to require consistent, regular monitoring.  Likewise, 
there will be much turnover in the teaching of discourse, as many who lead these 
courses will be advanced grad students or non-regular faculty. There will thus be 
need for annual training. 

Senator Dilks, Director of Discourse, provides important underpinning: 

Discourse is an academic discipline; the issue for the Director of Discourse is 
to convey the pedagogy of discourse so that the pedagogy stays intact regardless of 
the context in which the art of discourse is being developed.  It is thus the pedagogy 
teaching that needs to be coordinated – in no way a short-term, or a part-time, 
obligation.  Further, Dilks believes that the anchor courses, and thus the entire 
GenEd program, will fail without the skilled cooperation of writing and speaking 
skills – i.e., discourse, to tie the other parts together. 

Here, Plamann needs to “be that bridge” between Senate, which has taken on 
the responsibility for the program, and the faculty – to provide consistency and 
long-term guidance across all disciplines.  The Provost’s concept of the 
Coordinator’s position as quickly diminishing in its demands is described as “rather 
frightening.”  Senator Wyckoff adds another angle: he hopes that the extraordinarily 
intensive work put in by the GenEd committee will not need to be a constant feature, 
and he suggests that, regarding implementation, things will in fact become easier, 
responsibilities more widely spread, etc.  But the Discourse Director is not an 
implementation role, but rather the touchstone of the whole, and while the job may 
become easier over time, it will not become less time-intensive.  Ebersole: we need 
administrative support for this core position on an ongoing basis. (1:31:10) 

GW:  Some concern, even early on, that SLOs not drawn broadly enough, esp. 
regarding the social sciences.  The emphasis in Anchor I courses seems to be on 
scientific reasoning and quantitative analysis at the unintended expense of 
qualitative analysis.  (1:35:37) Initial design assumed that the SLO “Human Values 
and Ethical Reasoning” would be the location for most social and behavioral science 
courses; but this SLO does not adequately describe the design and purpose of 
courses as seen from the social/behavioral sciences perspective [some of this is 
muffled or obscured].  New language proposed by Drew Bergerson: “Students will 



 

 

demonstrate the ability to critically evaluate qualitative and/or quantitative sources, 
describe and/or reconstruct events and experiences from past and present; analyze  
and/or interpret human actions and/or interactions;  think conceptually about 
these actions and/or interactions.”  (1:36:30)  These bullet points fill in the 
perceived gaps in the SLOs for Anchor I as previously written. 

Senator Holder objects, noting that the SLOs as written were developed over 
the course of years, and have been voted on and approved by the entire faculty.  
Seems inappropriate, at the least, for the Senate to make substantive changes as a 
single body and regarding something of local rather than widespread concern.  
Chair Ebersole replies that in fact these SLOs have been under discussion for some 
time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


