
Minutes 
Tuesday, March 2, 2021 
3-5pm, ZOOM Meeting 

 
Present: Wooten, Mardikes, Patterson, Morello, Torres, Berkel, Ferguson, Shiu, Olsen, VanHorn, 
Lynch, Bhat, Maher, Dilks, Zhu, Keeton, Kilway, Grimes, Hunt, Boots, Turla, Fields, Kador, Pluta, 
Grieco, Robinson, Chatterjee, Posadas, Burrus. 
Excused: Wellemeyer 
Absent: Hiett, Godley, Gottman 
Guests: Hankins, Popoola, Petri 
 
1. BUSINESS: 

a. Call to Order & Approval of February 16, 2021 minutes---Mardikes 
i. Motion carries 

 
b. Approval of Agenda----Mardikes 

i. Motion carries 
 
c. IFC Report----Kilway (5 minutes) 

i. CourseShare: faculty will get credit for the SCH they produce; will students 
throughout the UM-System have access to electronic materials available at the 
other universities’ libraries? – Torres; the matter has not been discussed but will 
be brought up to the attention of system - Kilway 

ii. eLearning update: course certifications will last for five years; for those who did 
not get their courses certified, they will have to obtain the UM-System 
certification. 

iii. Continue working on CRRs; currently, looking at dismissal for cause, when new 
documents become available, they will be discussed at senate; also, working on 
a code of conduct that would make transparent and clear the expectations for 
faculty and staff. 

 
d. Announcement of Election Results----Mardikes 

i. Results posted on the senate website; Kilway elected as chair-elect; Debra Leiter 
elected as Representative to the IFC for a one-year term; Anthony Shiu elected 
as IFC Representative for a two-year term; Kimberly Bray elected as alternate to 
the University Campus Committee on Tenure. 

 
e. Preliminary Conference committee---Mardikes 

i. Approval of proposed members, David Van Horn, senator, as chair; Hadara Bar-
Nadav, member, English – CAS 

ii. Motion carries 
 

f. Dean evaluation process update---Mardikes 



i. Serving faculty have been identified for the deans under evaluation (Bloch and 
SCE); both deans have already sent their two-page long self-evaluations; the 
external evaluators have been identified as well (includes other deans, alumni, 
community leaders, etc.); surveys for the evaluations were sent out and there is 
a two-week period to complete them; they are electronic, similar to any surveys 
sent out internally; after the results are compiled, Mardikes and Dilks will start 
reviewing them as well as the provost and chancellor 

 
g. Senate website update---Mardikes 

i. New senate website is running; it has taken a while to update it because it was 
one of the oldest ones and still running on Dreamweaver; it moved to CMS and 
Grieco has taken over the updates; we will change the picture to a screenshot of 
senate in action; SMILE! 

 
2. DISCUSSION/New Business: 

a. Standardization of student fees related to community learning experiences---Grimes 
i. Chancellor would like to see our students more engaged with the community 

through  service learning and internship opportunities; in the School of Nursing 
and Health Studies we do plenty of these activities and we have fees attached to 
these classes; fees started to get steep but there is little transparency about how 
they increase and how they are used; if we engage more broadly, perhaps we 
could request a standardized fee structure for these courses; on UMKC’s cashiers 
fee schedule website, there are courses charging over $200 per credit hour but, 
in the past, those fees were about $45 – Grimes 

ii. The UBC has been discussing this issue in the context of implementing RIM; it 
has become clear that the funds generated by the fees do not get back to the 
units where they originate; in the current budget model there is no mechanism 
to return those fees to the unit charging them; parallels the F&A problem; in 
CAS, there has been a discussion about adopting course fees but chairs decided 
not to adopt them because there was no guarantee that the funds would go 
back to the unit – Olsen 

iii. Following up with prior discussions, there should be an oversight of the 
committees at the units that could ensure that the funds generated by fees be 
reinvested in the units; also, fees should be reinvested for incentivizing the 
expansion of the programs that generate them – Van Horn; in our school, we 
have our own budget committee; we have been asking about the fees but have 
not received satisfactory answers – Grimes 

iv. Lab fees used to be retained by the departments that generated them; last year, 
course fees were used to balance units’ budgets; they are not supposed to be 
used that way but rather reinvested on the courses and labs – Kilway 

v. There is no direct relation between the funds generated by fees per unit and the 
amount they receive; there is no separate accounting for them; regarding budget 
committees per unit, they should exist and be active in every unit, but in some 



units, they are active and in other ones they are not as much; the senate budget 
committee will include these concerns in its annual report – Olsen 

vi. Libraries approve a university libraries fee two years ago; that fee seems to be 
handled transparently, at least, at the Law Library – Pluta 

vii. There are faculty engaged in directing internships and service learning that do 
not get paid; they are not even aware if there is a fee involved in those courses – 
Torres 

viii. If the money generated by the fees does not go back to the units at all, we 
should not have them; it seems to be way to nickel and dime our students while 
advertising a low tuition; not in favor of that proposition – Lynch 

ix. Some of the fees do go back to the units; but it depends on how the deans 
negotiate their share of the budget; it appears that the deans of the law school 
have been successful at retaining tuition and fees; but does not seem to be the 
case across the board; budget allocations are not based on what a unit generates 
but rather on the deans’ assessment of their own needs; internally, the deans 
can decide how the budget is allocated; fees get folded into these decisions – 
Olsen 

x. Faculty senate budget committee should ask about the generation and use of all 
fee moneys - Kilway 

 
b. Update on F&A discussions--- Mark Patterson, senator & senate’s Research Advisory    
Committee (RAC) member 

i. Context for this discussion: Chancellor Agrawal is considering reallocating F&A 
funds and implementing changes by FY 23; RAC was asked to provide input by 
first week of March, to make it possible for the chancellor to make an 
announcement regarding this matter alongside UMKC Forward’s; RAC engaged 
in a frantic discussion with different stakeholders in order to meet this due date; 
in FY 20, F&A generated $6.7M and it is distributed out to support the research 
operations; proposals going forward would reduce the amount going to the 
originating unit; it generated concerns among the deans and researches as it will 
diminish their ability to decide what to fund with the shares they currently 
receive; the new proposals include start-up packages and will help attract new 
faculty and it would build the strategic initiatives’ funds; these are positives but 
it takes  too much away from the units; RAC faculty are concerned about the 
proposed distribution schemas because a. reduces research incentive funds 
(RIF); b. disincentivizing faculty will negatively impact on the desire of faculty to 
put the effort to get external funds; c. this issue has been pushed through the 
RAC with an usual sense of urgency and it concerns RAC members; I will report 
feedback to the RAC and I encourage you to raise the concerns to your units and 
departments - Paterson 

ii. This is another issue of concern of the budget committee; it will be included in 
the report we will prepared; the internal allocation is not uniform across the 
units either – Olsen 



iii. Not aware of the differences in distribution within units; the chancellor claims 
that the reallocation will be beneficial for strategic investments but they are 
trying to take away from the other pie slices to grow their share to fund 
internally opportunities for research and the ORS – Patterson 

iv. F&A allocations have been a concern for the chancellor since he joined UMKC; 
he has been a top research officer prior to coming to UMKC and he has shared 
his concerns with FSEC regarding UMKC’s allocation model; could we have a 
template to compare? Is our current allocation fair or unfair? Fair or unfair to 
who? What do peer institutions do? How did we get to this arrangement? – 
Grieco 

v. The timeline is short but I will work on your questions – Patterson 
vi. Hospital Hill will be negatively affective, especially productive researchers; is the 

reallocation part of UMKC Forward? – Wooten; RAC was told explicitly that this is 
not part of UMKC Forward; however, RAC was asked to make a decision in a 
short period of time; my interpretation is that the chancellor and provost want 
to get this resolved because it has been an issue on the table for years; my 
concern is about process, it was infuriating to be asked to make decisions so fast; 
let your colleagues this is going on – Patterson 

vii. Concern about the possibility of allowing decisions about the research agenda to 
move to the top, following the allocation of funds instead of allowing 
researchers to be in control – Torres 

viii. Statement opposing changes in the allocation of F&A and percent of RIF and 
request from chairs and deans to be less opaque about how they use their share 
of the funds – Van Horn 

ix. The following comments were submitted by Senator Bhat from Pharmacy. They 
come from a NIH/NSF experienced faculty member: 
RIF is an effective tool for PIs to explore new areas, and this has a proven record 
of turning into new grants. There is no equivalent UM mechanism, in particular 
since the UMRB was disbanded. Without RIF new science and new grants will be 
severely limited. RIF is an effective tool for PIs to keep their groups operational 
between grants. There is no equivalent UM mechanism (though we do have the 
Dean’s Bridge Fund). Without RIF, groups can collapse and never recover. RIF is 
an effective tool for units and schools to maintain critical research infrastructure. 
There is no campus level equivalent and there is nothing in the new plan that 
deals with this. Without RIF, these facilities will degrade until unusable, 
hampering research productivity. RIF is an effective tool to recruit new 
faculty.  As people have expressed, it is one of the few “shining lights” that 
compensates for elements that UMKC can’t offer. RIF is an effective tool to 
retain productive faculty for the same reasons.  And the incentive is proportional 
to the productivity, making it efficient.  It is very effective and there are no 
equivalent to compensate for its loss. If the current RIF formula is “generous”, it 
is only that when viewed in isolation.  At other universities where they don’t 
have RIF they have multiple other compensating advantages, such as central 
payment of research expenses (chemical, radioactive waste pickups). Funds that 



are removed from RIF and are centrally administered will likely not be used as 
effectively as RIF is used by PIs and units.  This is because of the separation of the 
administrators or committees from the research activity they will be making 
decisions about. The amount of resources pulled from RIF for the purpose of 
adding to centrally administered funds isn’t enough to make much of a dent on 
the large-scale central research needs, but it is enough to make a significant 
negative impact on individual PIs and units. 
 
 

 
3. ADJOURMENT 

a. Motion carries 


