
September 3, 2002

SBS/Administrative struggle continues
Note; Before the Senate met the SBS faculty passed a resolution of no confidence in the Chancellor and Provost.1 At the
Senate meeting SBS introduced a resolution calling for mediation, and asked for Senate support. After a lengthy, and
sometimes acrimonious, discussion the Senate decided that at this point it did not wish to back the resolution.

The SBS introduced the following resolution at the Senate meeting:

Discussions between the Chancellor and Provost and the faculty of the School of Biological Sciences (SBS) to clarify the
charges entailed in Provost Ballard’s letter of May 24 and the Chancellor’s email to the whole of UMKC (June 17), have
not been fruitful, since, as the Chancellor has stated, the positions of the UMKC administration and the SBS faculty are as
far apart as the "Grand Canyon." In order to move forward, a mediated meeting between the Chancellor and Provost and
the SBS faculty should be arranged. Members of the UM central administration, the AAUP, and possibly, distinguished
scientists from outside Missouri (as deemed suitable to both parties) should mediate the meeting.

In the ensuing discussion the following issues were raised:

* Several Senators asked whether the areas of mediation should be specified. SBS claimed that
part of the problem was that the charges and complaints had not been well spelled out, and said
that one of the first things that a mediator would do would be to define the points of contention.
Provost Ballard was asked whether the administration could be specific about the charges against
the SBS faculty. He said that in two of the areas of contention (Student Credit Hour [SCH]
production and basic science curriculum issues) the charges were spelled out in great detail, in

1 WHEREAS the Collected Rules & Regulations of the University of Missouri command that discussions of issues within the
University will in no circumstance be conducted under any form of duress, and
WHEREAS the Provost and Chancellor have refused to provide written documentation to substantiate performance allegations described in
Provost Ballards letter of May 24, 2002 and have imposed punitive and intimidating actions upon School of Biological Sciences (SBS) faculty as a
result of those charges, and
WHEREAS the Chancellor and Provost have ignored our request of July 17, 2002 for a moderated meeting to clarify the charges in the May 24
letter, and
WHEREAS actions taken by the UMKC Chancellors Cabinet on August 1, 2002 have imposed duress on the faculty, resulted in heightened
emotions and subjected the SBS faculty to negative publicity both within and without the UMKC community, and
WHEREAS the Chancellor and Provost have ignored the unanimous faculty request of August 15, 2002 to disavow and repudiate the actions
taken by the Chancellors Cabinet on August 1, and
WHEREAS the constitutional rights of faculty in SBS - the right to criticize; the right to hold unpopular beliefs; the right to protest; the
right of independent thought - have been threatened by these actions,
THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Voting Members of the Faculty in the School of Biological Sciences express their lack of trust and lack
of confidence in the Chancellor and the Provost and request the Curators of the University of Missouri and President Pacheco to call
immediately a meeting - conducted by mutually agreed mediators - to seek solutions to the leadership difficulties and conflicts at UMKC.
-----
Vote: 33 yes, 4 no, 2 abstentions

numerous letters and documents. In the issues involving Stowers (the third area of contention)



Ballard argued that it was difficult to be specific, since the complaints were based on private
discussions. He was able to say that they were in the area of collaboration and responsiveness. The
Provost said he had proposed a process to resolve the issues, but he had not yet had a response
from SBS faculty.

* If there were mediation would SBS go along with the results, since it wasn’t binding arbitration
that was proposed? Response: The question couldn’t be answered right now, since no vote had
been taken on the issue. Speaking for themselves, the SBS Senators said they were willing to go
along with the findings of a mediation committee, and didn’t enjoy the fight. They would like to
move the whole issue behind them. Fair mediation would put the facts out in the open and there
would be tremendous pressure on both sides to go along with the findings.

* Some Senators questioned whether a good faith attempt at mediation could begin with a vote of
no confidence in the administration, while others observed that the whole SBS/administrative
battle was beginning to look like a holy war. Senators questioned whether mediation could work
in such an acrimonious atmosphere. On the other side, it was stated that the final paragraph of
the no confidence resolution called for mediation.

* Several Senators said that the mediation calls seemed to be an attempt to circumvent the new
dean, since getting the charges laid out and solving them was a central part of his mission. SBS
Senators answered that they did not trust Horton as a mediator. He was not a biologist and did
not have the confidence of the faculty. He was imposed without real consultation. Moreover, they
were afraid that the school would be disbanded in the near future, and they would be willing to
wait if they were not convinced of that. Was Ballard willing to give that assurance? The Provost
said “yes.” There were no immediate plans on the table. The administration was committed to
the success of the Life Sciences. Several reports were due at the end of the term or at the end of
the academic year. The administration had moved to generate these reports, and it had no
intention of doing anything until it received them. Much money and effort were going into
generating these reports - it wouldn’t make any sense for there to be action until the reports
came in.

* Some Senators argued that mediation came with high costs, both in money and in time. Also,
too many questions were going over old grievances rather than looking towards the future. Since
the process of fact finding and adjudication was already under way, why not wait to see what
happens? Horton was supposed to be a problem solver. SBS Senators asked what the problem was
with mediation, since both sides were convinced that they were right. They said mediation would
be a way of finding out the truth.

* There was a discussion of the timetable for the appointment of a new permanent dean. The
administration thinks the process should be completed in 6 to 12 months. Some old issues were
revisited: the Cabinet resolution, the difference between the content and tone of the two Ballard
letters, the desire of SBS that an internal candidate be appointed interim dean, the argument that
the previous internal candidate had failed to solve the problems, and the issue of who was at fault
for the breakdown in dean search process.

The question was called, and the SBS request for Senate support for mediation at this time was defeated:
3 yes, 15 no and 2 abstentions. The Senate will probably revisit the question if no progress is made.

A related resolution deploring the action of the Cabinet in passing its resolution on SBS, and questioning
the role of the Cabinet in transmitting a list of people who had taken part in the BluePrint
transformation process was discussed, but no action was taken. Senators wanted to learn more about the
role of the Cabinet and the Extended Cabinet. Only two faculty representatives were on the Cabinet, and
so it could not be taken as representing faculty. The issue will be examined in the future.



Faculty Workload Policy
The University uses a program called the Delaware Study to measure workload and teaching costs and,
on the basis of the formulas used and the information collected, UMKC looked bad. The issue becomes
especially important because the budget crisis has forced the university to look at the question of
reallocating resources.

The Provost said that the problems were isolated in some units. He thought we had to deal with the
problems on this campus, and all the chief academic officers were opposed to system-wide
micromanagement. He asked for guidance from the Senate. He understood that the cost counting
approach sometimes ran against arguments for quality, but said that the quality argument was a hard sell
in an atmosphere that primarily emphasized access and affordability. Several Senators argued that the
case still had to be made. Asked why only teaching was considered, and not research, the Provost said
that it was only SCH that produced a revenue stream. He wanted help from the Senate in producing a
document to defend us.

Letter supporting Curator’s resolution on budget endorsed
The Senate unanimously endorsed a letter to President Pacheco that read, in part, as follows:

On behalf of the ,,, members of the UMKC Faculty Senate we write to inform you of our support for the resolution the
Board of Curators adopted.  We join you in your call for an end to the devastating budget cuts that Missouri higher
education endured.

It is embarrassing that Missouri cut more from higher education than any other state.  It is wrong that Missouri is higher
education institutions took the hit for 37% of the state budget shortfall when Missouri legislates only 12% of its entire
budget to higher education.  Missouri needs higher education to develop our work force, to provide out dentists, doctors and
healthcare providers, to prepare our teachers, and to train our artists, authors, performers and athletes who brighten our
cultural environment.

The Curator’s resolution is at http://www.umkc.edu/fsenate/pdf/X020903b.pdf

Respectfully submitted,

Harris Mirkin,
Faculty Secretary

http://www.umkc.edu/fsenate/pdf/X020903b.pdf
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