
 

 

APPROVED Minutes 

UMKC Faculty Senate 

Meeting of 19 March 2013 

 

PRESENT: Ebersole; Ward-Smith; Fieldman; McArthur; Stancel; Wyckoff; Plamann; 

Burnett; Holder; Ellinghausen; Dilks; McCall; Butner; Luppino; Sykes Berry; Hermanns; 

Krantz; Kumar; Igwe; Bethman.  EXCUSED: Grieco; Solose; Petrie; Nickel; Gerkovich.  

ABSENT: Gardner; Richardson; Van de Liefvoort; Morehouse; O’Brien; Pennington; 

Flowers. 

Information Items: Ebersole calls for Senate members to attend commencements for 

each unit as representatives of the Senate; he is concerned that faculty is 

underrepresented, even though it is the faculty that grants the degrees. 

In an informal straw poll, Senators choose to hold all-faculty mtg in a late afternoon, 

rather than hosting a lunch mtg. 

Draft agenda approved 

Draft minutes of the 5 March meeting are not yet ready. 

Budget Committee reports: Tony Luppino 

 Two FSBC to UBC projects: 

1.  FSBC is seeking from the Provost the complete story on funding of the 

University College 

2.  Recovery F & A – how much money, where does it go, consistency of 

practices.  Requested information from Vice Chancellor Dreyfus, who did 

presentations for both FSBC and UBC.  1) ORS wants bigger piece; basic split 

has been 50/50 (unit/central admin) of which a large part of the administrative 

portion goes to ORS.  Request is for an additional 5% over next 4 yrs (~ 12” on 

tape).  UBC has made no recommendation as yet. 

Chair Ebersole notes that at last UBC meeting came a letter from ORS signed by Vice 

Chancellor Dreyfus and Ted Knouse requesting ORS inclusion in budget model for 

**teaching** purposes. Ebersole explains that every doctoral discipline must provide an 

ethics component.  In the Med School, current teacher of research ethics courses is no 

longer available; responsibility thus reverts to School of Graduate Studies, where ORS is 

located.  Ebersole is concerned that this request comes on top of ORS request for a bigger 

share of F & A monies; but of equal concern is that an administrative unit not enter into 

instructional activities over which faculty would have no say (as to qualifications of 

personnel, curricula, etc.).  Faculty Senate should make it clear that this is an academic 

issue first of all, and that it be treated as such rather than as a simple budget matter. 

The Provost is working with Vice Chancellor Dreyfus on some general guidelines as to 

how unit portion can/should be used; anecdotally, unit practices appear to not be 



 

 

coordinated and some are perhaps not approved practices.  Dreyfus’ presentation (see no. 

1, above) addresses some of these issues.  Regarding the ORS request for a bigger share 

(5%, initially, for four years) of research overhead, Dreyfus gathered data from other 

institutions (not all of which yielded in-kind data) in support of the request, and is 

preparing a policy position paper to see if units will buy in.  Some question from the floor 

about how ORS uses the money it does receive; apparently its purpose is to build up 

infrastructure, but no formal justification has been offered. 

The Senate website will post the powerpoint presentation Dreyfus delivered. 

FSBC looks at how UBC distributes general revenue – budget model simple in this 

regard: units keep their own net tuition; units’ allotment from general funds is based on a 

formula, which Senator Luppino acknowledges is not perfect and is always being 

improved.  Each unit is also taxed a share of general overhead expenses; this assessment 

is likely to rise, at least for some, as some building currently in progress (the Miller 

Nichols classroom expansion) is not yet in use and so cost/unit cannot be gauged. 

About State money, for FY 2014 the allotment will be approx. the same as for FY 2013 

(including the amount initially withheld last year and then restored); if there is additional 

funding for the system, it will be allotted on the basis of the performance measures the 

Provost discussed with the Senate on  (date).  But any money thus accrued by the system 

is, according to the Chancellor and Provost, not likely to flow through to the individual 

campuses.  Re the 5% of promised funding the state initially withheld last year, the 

Budget Committees made recommendations as to how it should be used if released.  

Luppino says that some of those recommendations have been acted upon concerning 

about half of those funds, approx. $2.8 million; these have been used for scholarship and 

other strategic improvements.  It is not clear what is to be done with the other ~half.  

Because this money was part of the original allotment for 2013, the 2014 budget would 

technically be based upon the whole amount, including the portion withheld.  But 

Luppino says that it appears the state may be treating that (withheld, then granted) money 

as one-time funding. 

System will mandate an unfunded 2-3% (probably closer to 3%) raise pool, for which 

deans will have to dun their units; this allows system to claim it is addressing the issue of 

low salaries.   Likely the pool will be merit-based rather than across-the-board.  The 

health-care portion of employee compensation will rise to approx. 33.5 percent from 32%. 

Re the UMKC campus, Luppino returns to discussion of how central support services are 

paid for.  The taxation formula for the units is not the focus at this point, but rather the 

overall amount called for; Luppino has requested data.  Re administrative salaries, they 

seem (based on data so far) to have remained relatively flat, while academic salaries seem 

to have risen (?!).  

[Later in the discussion, it was offered that rising instructional salaries might be 

explained if faculty who are also at least 50% administrators are counted (for this 

purpose) as faculty.  This would be one way of showing a healthily-rising 

instructional salary base without, in fact, raising either the number of tenure- and 

full-time lines, or the salaries of current employees.] 



 

 

Finally, re the tax imposed on salaries in 2009, which took back funds (1% on 50K and 

less, 2% above 50K [to what upper limit?]) to use to stabilize the retirement program:  

This was done on the premise that the stock market may never recover after its collapse 

in the Great Recession; but as it happens, the University’s investments gained 13.6% last 

year, much more than the rolling average of 8%.  While one good year does not a trend 

make, should gains continue, the Senate may at some point be asked to draft language 

designed to end the 2009 giveback.  Chair Ebersole adds that the new retirement plan the 

University put into place as of fall 2011 (decimating the one that was admired by many 

other institutions of higher ed, and that partially redeemed the otherwise sub-par 

compensation throughout the system) was premised on the same assumption of deep and 

persistent decline in the return on its investment portfolio.  Referring to our 1 – 2% 

giveback, faculty and staff were told it was a necessary move to stabilize the University’s 

investment portfolio; it is not entirely clear whether or not, with the market’s enormous 

gains in the last 2 years, the University is doing its part in stabilizing the fund; Sen. 

Luppino is making inquiry. 

 

SOP changes: These concern staggered terms and term-limit changes for Senate officers.  

Re the latter, three possibilities are on offer: 1) no limits; 2) a 1-term limit; 3) a 2-term 

limit.  Question arises as to whether evidence exists that limiting terms (other than by the 

vote) is necessary to counter power of incumbency; there seems none.  There is 

discussion over the makeup of the executive committee: Senator Sykes Berry argues that 

IFC members are not formally part of Senate leadership, where Chair Ebersole argues 

that they should be, and that if current language does not include them, it should be 

changed, at least in the SOPs.  After perusal of various documents, it is clarified that IFC 

members, while elected campus-wide, are not specifically Senate officers.  To change 

this, it is suggested that the Senate SOPs be changed, because this is an easier process, 

requiring only the Senate itself to vote.   Concerning the immediate business brought 

before the Senate, a majority chooses to set a limit of two consecutive three-year terms 

for officers of the Senate; this is a by-laws issue and will be sent to the faculty. 

Discussion item:  Chair Ebersole reports that there is increasing pressure being brought 

to bear on the campuses from Mike Nichols, System Vice-President for Economic 

Development, to include such things as patents in promotion and tenure consideration.  

Ebersole cautions faculty to not bend to pressure on this matter; interest at the top is in 

commercialization of knowledge, while the faculty’s role in basic research is not 

traditionally, and should not become, prioritized towards marketability.  Requiring the 

award of a patent as part of the tenure portfolio is a different matter than is considering an 

awarded patent as part of an argument for tenure/promotion; it is the former position that 

could badly harm junior faculty in some disciplines, in part because, as Senator Holder 

observes, when a patent application has been submitted, its author cannot publish on its 

content.  Further, Ebersole suggests, it is not the role of faculty to be dedicating its efforts 

to the furtherance of private enterprise; but Ebersole’s main question for the moment 

concerns what sense of the UMKC faculty’s will on this matter should be communicated 

to IFC.  As discussion continues, connections are made from this issue to the increasing 

propensity of the University at all levels to hire contingent faculty (1:24); these hires 



 

 

work for the University, in a sense, not for the public (?), further undermining the mission 

of the public university. 

GenEd report: Senator Wyckoff reports that course applications continue to come in; 

anchor courses still needed for fall.  Proposals not evenly distributed across all relevant 

units/departments; please encourage.   

Senator Steve Dilks speaks briefly about being the first Discourse Coordinator, stressing 

that the position is independent from the administration and from any single unit on 

campus.  This first contract lasts through Summer 2014.  Dilks is very excited about the 

way he sees the new GenEd core benefitting **every** unit on campus.  As Coordinator, 

he has no assessing responsibilities, and thus is truly what the title suggests. He ends by 

inviting feedback and suggestions, and also extends the offer of any assistance in order to 

have the program succeed to the most widespread possible benefit.   

Senator Wyckoff reports that in the GenEd committee, it has been decided that students 

who enter UMKC post-baccalaureate should have no anchor/discourse III requirement.  

On another topic, there has been some testing of the titles assigned to the three 

interrelated parts of the GenEd coursework; the committee has tentatively accepted the 

suggestion to change “Platform” to “Focus,” and, with Senate agreement readily procured, 

will signal the marketing people to go ahead with this name change.  Despite the belief 

that “General Education curriculum” is not a “sexy” way of referring to the whole, it 

seems that with the addition of “core” – as in, “the General Education core” or “the 

UMKC General Education core,” for some marketing purposes – all are satisfied.  [It is 

reported anecdotally that the market survey consisted in informal interviews with 37 

random people on campus!] 

Brief discussion of using FaCET to teach instructional techniques that will be needed in 

teaching Discourse courses in particular, and that are not part of all disciplines’ typical 

teaching methodologies.  Ebersole cautions that any in-house materials generated for 

such purposes cannot be sold at profit.  On that note, the meeting was adjourned. 


