
.... : 

(to be considered for approval at 3:00 p.m., Senate meeting on October 6, 1998) 

SENATE MINUTES 

UM-ST. LOUIS 


September 8, 1998 

3:00 p.m. 126 J. C. Penney 


The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Dr. Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi, Senate 
Chairperson. 

Re.port from the Senate Chair -- Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi 
(See Attached) 

Re.port from the Chancellor -- Blanche Touhill 
(See Attached) 

Report from the Faculty Council Presidina Officer -- Dennis Judd 
Impact of Performing Arts Center 

(See 2 Attachments or Web Site: www.umsl.edulcommitteeslfcouncill) 

Dr. Judd announced that the Faculty Council passed a resolution asking the Chancellor to convene a 
meeting of the Budget and Planning to discuss the consultant's report. The Chancellor agreed and a 
meeting will be planned. Date to be announced. 

Report from Intercampus Faculty Council-- Silvia Madeo 
Agenda for 1998-99, Grievance Procedures Revisions 

(See Attached) 

Re.port from Budaet and Plannina Committee -- Blanche Touhill 
Performing Arts Center 

(See Attached) 

Report from Computin&: Committee -- Susan Sanchez 
Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative 

(See Attached) 

The following deadlines were announced: 
Monday, September 28, 1998 -- Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative 
Friday, October 30, 1998 -- Instructional Computing Enrichment Initiative 

Report from Research Committee -- Fred Willman 
Competition Guidelines and Deadlines 

(See Attached) 

Report from University Libraries Committee -- Hal Harris 
Consultant Visit 

(See Attached) 

www.umsl.edulcommitteeslfcouncill
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Report from Committee on Committees -- David Ronen (for Gail Ratcliff) 

The following replacements for Senate committees were elected: 

Budget and Planning-Ms. Gail Babcock, Student 

Committee on Committees - Deborah Larson, English 

Curriculum and Instruction - E. Terrence Jones, Political Science 

International Relations - Timothy Wingert, Optometry 

Physical Facilities and General Services - Allen Wagner, CCJ 

Physical Facilities and General Services - Jack Frank, Student 

Research, Fall Panel - Michael Harris, Business 

Student Affairs - Nan Sweet, English 

University Libraries - Lynn Hankinson-Nelson, Philosophy 

University Relations - Kenneth Thomas, Political Science 


Report from Executiye Committee -- Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi 

Ad Hoc Committee Report on Status of Non-Regular Faculty 


(See Attached) 

The voting senators present agreed to elect a committee of seven faculty members to meet informally 
with Dr. Nelson. It was agreed that one faculty member would be elected for each major campus 
division. The following faculty were elected: 

Gary Bachman-Optometry 

Virginia Drake-Nursing 

Wesley Harris-Natural Sciences 

Dennis Judd-Social Sciences 

David Ronen-Business 

Gwen Turner-Education 

Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi-Humanities 


Report from Curriculum & Instruction -- Dave Ganz 

Student Grade Appeal Revision 


(See Attached) 

Dr. Ganz introduced as an action item the proposed revision of the campus student Grade Appeal 
Procedure. Dr. Ganz recognized the work done by the Faculty Council Grievance Committee in 
preparing the draft. 

Dr. Martinich proposed adding the word "only" before "upon recommendation of a faculty 
committee ... " in paragraph one. The amendment passed. Dr. Martinich proposed deleting the words 
"Ad Hoc" in paragraph two, describing the faculty appeal committee. This change will allow some units 
to use an existing standing committee for the appeal process. The amendment passed. Dr. Martinich 
then proposed requiring a student to file an initial written statement. The amendment was passed that a 
written statement may be required by the AOD prior to speaking with the instructor. Dr. Cohen 
proposed eliminating the acronym" AOD" throughout the document. An amendment passed to 
substitute the phrase "Administrative Officer." Dr. McDaniel clarified that under the new policy, a 
student may appeal both a non-letter grade and the letter grade to which it may be changed. Dr. Balbes 
asked how students would be affected who dropped out and returned several years later. A senator 
responded that this should be treated as a special admissions case. Dr. Haywood proposed specifying 
timetables as "working" days, and the amendment was passed. Mr. Baugher asked whether a dean 
would send an appeal back to the original faculty committee, or to another committee. Dr. Ganz replied 
that this would be left to the discretion of the dean. 
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The Grade Appeal Policy was approved as amended, without dissent. Dr. Wayne McDaniel expressed 
thanks to the many people who had contributed to revising the policy. Dr. Kathleen Haywood asked 
when the policy would go into effect, and Dr. Zarucchi agreed to look into the question on behalf of the 
Executive Committee. 

New Business: 

Dr. Rosenfeld commented on the recent resignations of John Blodgett and Linda McDaniel from the 
Urban Information Center. Dr. Rosenfeld expressed concern about the negative impact and the 
unexpected nature of these resignations. Chancellor Touhill commented that she had not known of the 
resignations until after the fact. Dr. Siegel stated that the campus has no intention of closing the UIC. 

Completing the business at hand, the Senate adjourned at 4:35 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

L~d~~ 

Jo~elo~ey {/ 
Senate Secretary 

Attachments: 
Report from the Chair 
Report from the Chancellor 
Reports from the Faculty Council Presiding Officer 
Report from the Intercampus Faculty Council 
Report from the Budget and Planning Committee 
Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative 
Report from the Research Committee 
Report from the Libraries Committee 
Report from the Executive Committee 
Revision of the Student Grade Appeal Procedure 
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Report from the Chair 

Welcome to the first meeting of the new Senate. I hope that this year will be an 
active one, and that the Senate will carry out its ideal ftmction as a forum for public 
debate on issues of campus policy and governance. Thank you in advance for your 
attendance and participation. 

Please note that the meeting date for March will not be the 23rd, as originally 
announced, since that is the week of spring break. The meeting will be held on 
March 16. 

The new year has also brought a significant change in the Senate organization. I am 
very pleased to introduce to you the new Administrative Assistant for the Senate, 
Mrs. Sue English. [ .... ] At the same time, it is a pleasure to be able to honor the 
person who contributed many years of dedicated service to the Senate as its 
Executive Assistant. Although Joan Arban has moved upwards to a position as 
Coordinator of Communication for Administrative Services, she will always be 
remembered fondly by those of us who had the pleasure to work with her. Please 
join me now in expressing to Joan our warmest thanks and congratulations. 

Report from the Executive Committee 

The Senate Executive Committee met on Tuesday, September 1. The committee 
received the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Status of Non-Regulars, which 
has recommended a change in the Senate by-laws to defme faculty as including 
faculty with non-regular appointments. The proposed change has been sent to the 
By-Laws and Rules committee for its review and possible action. 

The Executive Committee also received a request from Professor James Tierney, to 
address a conflict between the University rules and regulations and the campus' 
Faculty Handbook regarding policy on academic dishonesty. Since the Executive 
Committee is charged with the review of educational policy, it will meet to discuss 
this issue, and will seek to clarify which version of the policy should be 
implemented in future cases. Vice Chancellor Nelson has been invited to participate 
in this discussion. 
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University Senate Report 

By Dr. Blanche Touhill 


Fall Enrollment 

Overall enrollment for fall 1998 will exceed 12,000 students 

... representing a 2 percent increase over last year ... and credit hour 

production will be 3 percent higher than last fall. 

This is very good news for this campus. The increase in student 

credit hours will have a substantial financial benefit for us. In the 

long run, it will allow us to reduce and then eliminate the cost cuts 

we have been taking each year. Having more students on campus 

also enlivens the campus and will help us build the community of 

scholars that should be at the core of this institution. I want to 

thank all of those who worked to enhance our fall enrollments. 

Student Affairs 

We are working hard to enhance student life. A major effort in this 

direction was the dinner Student Affairs hosted for freshmen on 

Sunday, August 23rd. Over 500 new students attended this very 

successful event. 

Additionally, we have initiated a program where faculty and 

freshmen can become acquainted through a series of lunches. We 

believe these small lunches will create a warmer atmosphere for 

our students and aid in our retention efforts. 

To date, 78 faculty members and 14 members of the Chancellor's 

Cabinet have volunteered to host lunches. Please contact your 

department chair if you are interested in participating. 



· New Programs 

Late last spring the CBHE gave final approval for this campus, 

along with Kansas City and Columbia, to start coordinated M.S.W. 

programs. We will enroll the first cohort of students in the fall of 

1999. 

New Staff 

We have successfully completed the search for an Associate Vice 

Chancellor for Academic Affairs. The new Associate Vice 

Chancellor is Dr. Mary Fitzgerald. Dr. Fitzgerald also will join the 

English department as a full professor. I invite all of you to join me 

in welcoming Dr. Fitzgerald. 

Task Force on Intellectual Property 

The Task Force appointed by Vice Chancellor Nelson to 

recommend campus policies concerning intellectual property is 

expected to complete its report this fall. The report will deal with 

such topics as what rights faculty and the university have to course 

material developed for on-line courses. The report will go to the 

appropriate Senate committees for their consideration and later for 

discussion by the full senate. 

Mercantile Library 

The campus community will receive invitations this week for the 

October 2 rededication ceremony of the 51. Louis Mercantile 

Library at the University of Missouri-St. Louis. The short ceremony 

will be followed by tours of the library's special collections. 



Founders Dinner 

The annual Founders Dinner will be held Tuesday, October 13, at 

the Ritz Carlton in Clayton. In addition to ceremonies honoring our 

faculty and alumni, Tim Russert, moderator of NBC's "Meet the 

Press," will serve as our featured speaker. 

This is a special event for the university and I encourage you to 

respond quickly when receiving your invitation this week. 

State of the University Address 

The State of the University Address has been set for 3 p.m. on 

September 16. At that time, we will be honoring faculty and staff 

with Chancellor's Awards for Excellence. 

ASP 

Eileen Heveron has been named the executive director of the 

University System's Administrative Systems Project. That project is 

designed to streamline and make more effective the core 

information systems used in finance, human resources and student 

services. 

Representatives of KPMG-Peat Marwick, who are working with 

System administration on this project, will be on campus the week 

of September 21"1 to meet with IT professionals and the Senate 

Committee on Computing. 
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September 8, 1998 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER'S REPORT TO THE SENATE 

TO: Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi, Senate Chair 

FROM: Dennis Judd, Presiding Officer, Faculty Council 

The Steering Committee of the Faculty Council met on August 27, 1998, to discuss this 
year's Council agenda. The first meeting of the Council will be held September 10, 1998. 
Normally, the meetings are held the first Thursday ofeach month. I want to remind all 
members of the campus community that meetings ofthe Faculty Council are open to 
everyone. A schedule ofmeetings for the year are attached to this report. 

The Steering Committee discussed several possible agenda items. The overwhelming 
sentiment was that the Council's first priority should be to discuss the potential impact of 
the proposed Performing Arts Center on the campus's priorities and programs. Thus, the 
October and November meetings, and perhaps more, will be devoted to that topic. 

At a meeting of the Senate Budget and Planning Committee on July 8, the administration 
presented a consultant's draft report submitted by AMS Planning & Research titled, 
"Operating Forecast, University ofMissouri-St. Louis Performing Arts Facilities." 
Several questions and concerns were raised by faculty members at that meeting. The 
Council's discussions will focus upon that report. Members of the Steering Committee 
also expressed the view that the Budget and Planning Committee should meet again, now 
that the new academic year has begun, to discuss the consultant's report. The committee 
passed a resolution asking the Chancellor to convene a meeting of the Budget and 
Planning Committee as soon as possible for that purpose. 

I will make copies of the consultant's report to anyone who requests it, and will also post 
it as an attachment on the Faculty Council web site. I have attached an additional 
informational page to this report for anyone who wants to read some of the concerns 
expressed at this summer's meeting of the Senate Budget and Planning Committee. 



September 8, 1998 AITACHMENT TO PRESIDING OFFICER'S REPORT 

Several important concerns were expressed at the July 8 meeting ofthe Senate Budget and 
Planning Committee. This list is far from exhaustive; however, I believe the following points 
were the leading concerns expressed at the meeting, and I offer them here to promote further 
discussion. 

1. 1HE GAP BElWEEN REVENUES AND COSTS: START-UP. The report by AMS Planning 
& Research, "Operating Forecast, University of Missouri-St. Louis Performing Arts Facilities," 
projects costs and revenues for a Base Year Budget (Year 3). No estimates are provided for the 
first two years; as indicated in the report, "No allowance has been made for additional 'start-up' 
funds that will be required ... " The report does state that roughly S670,000 will be needed to fund 
the salaries and benefits for stafffor those two years. The salaries stated in the report may be too 
low to attract qualified people (the director ofthe performance hall, for example, would make 
$55,000 per year, with other personnel making far less). In addition, nothing has been added into 
this estimate for any other expenses (office expenses, furniture, travel, etc.). Inflation is not 
figured in. 

2. REVENUES AND COSTS: BASE YEAR BUDGET. For years two through five it is projected 
that the annual income for the building will be about S1.79 million, while the expenses will 
exceed S2.475 million. Two sources are assumed to cover the gap ofS1.296 million. First, it is 
assumed that the state will provide a rate-dollar (continuing) budgetary increase of 1,051,115 to 
help cover operating costs. However, only 26 percent of the rental revenue from the two main 
halls (a 1,650 seat performance hall and a 300-seat Music and Theater Hall) will come from 
UMSL programs and events. Only 35% of the days usage for the 1,650 performance hall will be 
academic-student. Last year President Pacheco indicated that he would support state funding only 
for that proportion ofthe PAC that is related to educational mission and activities. This puts the 
consultant's estimate in some doubt. To clarify this issue, at the request ofthe Steering 
Committee of the Faculty Council I have sent a letter to President Pacheco. 

The second major source ofprojected revenues is said to come from commercial rentals, with Fox 
Associates being the largest single renter of space. As noted above, the commercial or community 
use of the PAC will far outweigh use by campus programs and academic units. Many faculty 
members have expressed concerns that the PAC does not seem to be designed principally for the 
campus. 

3. CAMPUS PRIORITIES. No allowance has been made in the consultant's report for the 
resources that will have to be devoted to building the Music and Theatre programs to get them 
ready to fill dates in the PAC. When asked to comment on this issue, Vice-Chancellor Driemeier 
commented at the July 8 meetings that reallocations would probably have to be made. Solid 
information is needed on the scale of the new investments needed. 

4 ESTIMATED ATTENDANCE AT EVENTS. For most University-related events, (e.g., mock 
trials, debates, music and theater performances), the consultant assumed that most events would 
draw more than 800 people to the main performance hall. These estimates appear to bear no 
relationship to past attendance at similar events, which typically have drawn fewer than 100 
people. If the constultants' estimates are unduly optimistic, University use of the large 
performance hall may tum out to be a rare event. 



Report to the Senate 
Intercampus Faculty Council 

September 8. 1998 

Jeanne Zarucchi and I attended the IFC annual retreat June 29 and 30. The major outcome of the 
meeting was a recommended set of changes to the existing grievance procedures, which will be 
forwarded to the Board of Curators once feedback has been received from the four campuses of 
the System. AU members of the Senate should have received copies of these proposals. Please 
pass along your comments to Jeanne Zarucchi, Paul Roth, or Silvia Madeo as soon as possible. 
The next meeting of the IFC is Thursday September 10. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Silvia Madeo 

Report of the Budget and Planning Committee 

September 8, 1998 


The Budget and Planning Committee met on July 8, 1998 to review the AMS 

consulting report entitled, "Operating Forecast, University ofMissouri-St. Louis 

Perfonning Arts Facilities." Various comments and questions were raised centering on 

such issues as revenue and cost, ratio of academic to commercial events and state 

funding. The input, which was made, has been provided to AMS and the response ofthe 

consulting finn will be provided to the Budget and Planning Committee at its next 

meeting. 
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FACUL TV DESKTOP ENHANCEMENT INITIATIVE 

FALL DEADLINE: MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1998 

Overview: The Senate Computing Committee recognizes that some faculty may have needs for 
enhancements or upgrades to current desktop systems in order to take full advantage of the latest 
technology. There will be two Enhancement Initiative competitions during each academic year. 
For 1998-1999. the total allocation for the Enhancement Initiative is $20,000, with $15,000 to be 
awarded in the fall semester and $5,000 in the winter semester. These funds come from the 
general Campus Computing budget, not the Instructional Computing fees. 

Purpose: Where support from extramural sources or through normal departmental funding 
mechanisms is unavailable, faculty who need such upgrades for research purposes can apply to 
the Small Grants Fund administered twice a year through the UMSL Research Panel. The Faculty 
Desktop Enhancement Initiative is meant to supplement the Small Grants Funding program by 
providing an avenue of support for faculty requiring upgrades for instructional or general use. 

Eligibility: All faculty covered by the faculty desktop program who will NOT be receiving a new 
system during the academic year are eligible to apply. 

Upgrades and Enhancements: A list of potential upgrades and their associated costs will be 
distributed with the call for proposals in early fall. Installation fees may be assessed for items 
which require internal installation (e.g., memory, larger hard drive) but any installation fees can be 
included in the funding request. Installation fees will not be assessed for peripherals which can 
easily be plugged into existing systems (such as printers, scanners). Up to $500 will be awarded 
for eqUipment and installation. If the equipment will be shared by two or more faculty, joint 
applications may be submitted for up to $1,000. In all cases, requests for complete desktop 
systems will not be considered. 

Proposal Format: There are no application forms for this competition. Applicants should provide 
a description of the request typed on no more than two, double-spaced pages. The words 
"Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative Request" should appear as the title of the request with 
the applicant's name, pOSition, and department as a subtitle. The applicant should indicate 
whether (i) the applicant'S department or center is willing to share the costs of the initiative (20% 
from departmenVcenter, 80% from Campus Computing); or (ii) whether the request is for the full 
amount of the upgrade. In case (i), the signature of an appropriate authority (Department Chair, 
Center Director, or Dean) endorsing the cost-sharing must be obtained. Supporting 
documentation must be included within the two page limit. JUstification for Enhancement Initiative 
money is particularly important. Only one proposal is allowed per individual. Seven copies of the 
proposal must be received in the Campus Computing office (451 Computer Center Building) by 
5:00 pm on MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1998. 

Evaluation of Proposals: Proposals will be evaluated by the Senate Computing Committee. 
Priority will be given to those who demonstrate the need for and benefits accruing from the 
upgrades or enhancements. Departmental cost-sharing, while desirable, is not a requirement for 
funding. 
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INSTRUCTIONAL COMPUTING ENRICHMENT INITIATIVE 

1998-99 ACADEMIC YEAR DEADLINE: FRIDAY, OCTOBER 30, 1998 

Overview: The Senate Computing Committee endorses the I FC Resolution on the Use of 
Instructional Computing Fees (March 18, 1998). As part of this resolution, the IFC calls for 
each campus to develop an explicit mechanism for distributing a portion of the instructional 
computing fees to meet specific instructional needs. The Instructional Computing Enrichment 
Initiative is UMSL's mechanism. Proposals will be solicited in early fall, for implementation in 
the following budgetary year. For the October 1998 competition, we anticipate awarding 
$200,000 in development funds, and associated annual recurring costs of $50,000. 

Purpose: The purpose of the initiative is to solicit thoughtful proposals from departmental 
units and other instructional centers on campus relating to their needs for integrating 
computing technology in instruction. Requests could include, but are not limited to, 

(i) 	 establishment of new computing labs on campus; 

(ii) 	 renovation of existing labs (or portions thereof) to better meet the instructional 
needs of specific departments; 

(iii) development of new types of instructional computing classrooms. 

The student computing fees cannot be used to replace services and maintenance currently 
funded through the regular budget, support faculty research, or provide computers and 
software for faculty and administrative use. 

Proposal Format: The proposal should contain a Proposal Summary, the full Instructional 
Computing Enrichment Proposal, and a Budget Narrative. Details about these components 
follow. 

I. Instructions for Proposal Summary 
The proposal summary should contain 

1. Requesting entity: department(s) and/or center(s) 

2. Contact person: name, title, campus telephone and e-mail address 

3. Project type 

4. Proposal Summary: in 100 words or less, describe the project, including location, 
general types of hardware and software, purpose, and linkages to other proposals (if 
any). 

5. Student Impact Summary: in 50 words or less, identify the student population affected 
by the project, and summarize the impact on student instruction, recruitmenV 
retention, and/or employability. 

6. Budget summary: Amounts should be consistent with the budget narrative. 

7. Authorized signature(s): All proposals must be signed by the appropriate Dean(s} or 
Director(s). 
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II. General Instructions for ICE Proposals 
Each proposal summary should be accompanied by a detailed proposal description, which 
must address items 1 through 8 below. 

1 . Statement of need. 

2. Detailed description of project, including information about space and renovation 
requirements. 

3. Description of the proposed management and maintenance of the facility. 

4. Impact on student population, both current and future. 

5. Assessment of the project relative to the long-range plans for the 

department/university . 


6. Description of leverage/match forthcoming from extemal sources and/or the unit, if 
any. 

7. Budget narrative (see below). 

8. Supplementary materials (technical descriptions of hardware. software packages, 
etc.) 

9. Submission of a report of any previous ICE expenditures in the unit. including financial 
information and a description of the impact on students. 

The narrative response to items 1 through 6 is to be 5 pages at a maximum. Send 10 copies 
of the proposal summary and responses to items 1 through 7, and 1 copy of items 8 and 9, to 
the Campus Computing office (451 Computer Center Building) by 5:00 pm on FRIDAY, 
OCTOBER 30, 1998. 

III. Specific instructions for Budget Narrative 
Campus Computing and the Senate Computing Committee recognize that commitment to new 
initiatives requires both initial capital investment and on-going support. The Budget Narrative 
must clearly delineate between one-time and recurring costs. We suggest the following 
categories: 

A. One-time Costs B. Recurring Costs 
1. Hardware 1. Staff (supervisor, lab assistants) 
2. Software purchase 2. Maintenance 
3. Office equipment 3. Hardware replacement 
4. Building modification 4. Software upgrades and licensing 
5. Other (specify) 5. Telecommunications 

6. Supplies 
7. Other (specify) 

Recurring costs must be projected over 4 years. If the proposal is requesting student 
computing fees for recurring costs in years 2 through 4, the dollar amounts must be entered in 

213 




the budget summary. If the proposal is not requesting student computer fees for recurring 
costs in years 2 through 4, the requesting entity must explain how it will cover these costs. 
Adequate staffing and supplies for laboratories are needed in order for students to use them. 

Most computers on campus (desktop programs, computing lab stations, and advanced 
technology classroom machines) are replaced on a four-year cycle. If the proposal request is 
for initiation of a long-term facility, then hardware replacement costs must be included in the 
budget summary. If the proposal is for a shorter duration only, justification as to why the unit 
does not feel it merits long-term funding through student computing fees (e.g., is the need for 
the project anticipated to diminish over time? Does the unit intend to pursue external funding 
avenues for any future improvements?). 

Units are encouraged to work with Campus Computing and Physical Facilities to determine 
accurate cost estimates for room renovation (carpeting, lighting, etc.) and new or improved 
telecommunication infrastructure (networking, port availability, etc.). 

Evaluation of Proposals: Proposals will be evaluated by the Senate Computing Committee, 
in conjunction with Campus Computing. Priority will be given to those units who demonstrate 
the students' need for and benefits accruing from the project. Where appropriate, projects 
which benefit students in more than one department will be viewed favorably, although the 
Committee recognizes that some units may have specialized needs. The Committee also 
encourages units to attempt to secure external funding to defray the one-time costs of 
establishing new facilities, to the extent that external funding sources are available. 
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Report to the Senate 

Research Committee 

Fred Willman, Chair 


The Senate Research Committee met on August 28th
• There will be a total of 

$350,000 available for distribution this academic year. $25,000 for small grants, Fall 
Semester, $25,000 for small grants, Winter Semester, $170,000 for full proposals Fall 
semester (with the balance to carry over to Winter Semester) and $130,000 for full 
proposals Winter Semester. 

The due dates for small grant proposals are September 21st and January 25th
. The due 

dates for full proposals are October 19th and February 5th
. 

Revised guidelines will be mailed out from the Office ofResearch. One of the major 
changes in the process year is that a small panel of four members (3 from the discipline 
area in which the proposal is submitted and one additional member) will do an intensive 
review and rank each proposal. The full panel will receive all proposals and will discuss 

and determine the final rankings. 

University Senate Committee on Libraries 

September 8, 1998 


Harold H. Harris 


The Senate Committee on Libraries has met once this semester. It was a conference 
September 3 with James Myers, a consultant invited to campus by Vice Chancellor 
Nelson. Mr. Myers is former Library Director at Temple University (which is also the 
former affiliation of the Vice Chancellor). He was on campus to examine the operations 
ofour library systems and their interactions with other units on campus (such as the 
Urban Information Center and the Computer Center) and off (Interlibrary Loan and other 
libraries). 

The Library Committee found Mr. Myers to be an informed and forthcoming expert on 
library management, and we engaged in a wide-ranging discussion oflibrary policy, 
including: 
• The challenges of providing access to electronic databases and online journals 
• The impending shortage of space for storage ofour collections 
• Cooperative and collaborative arrangements for dealing with publishers 
• The administration of branch libraries 
• Merger of the Mercantile collection and personnel with our libraries 
• Library resources for new programs 
• Possible outsourcing of some library operations 
• The appropriate role of faculty bodies in library administration 

The Committee felt that our discussions with Mr. Myers were mutually profitable, and 
we trust that the Vice Chancellor will share with us his final report when it is submitted. 

The Committee understands that a celebration of the Mercantile acquisition has been 
scheduled for October 2, but we have no additional information about that to share at this 
time. 



Approved by UM-St. Louis Senate 

September 8, 1998 


Revision of Student Grade Appeal Procedure 


Previous Bulletin text (1998-99, pp. 480-81): 


Grievance About Grade 
Recourse for a Student Who has a Grievance About a Given Grade 

The following grievance procedure is to be followed by any student who believes he/she 
has received an unjustified grade in a course and wants a review of the matter. It is to be 
understood that the establishment of criteria for grades is the responsibility of the 
instructor. The purpose of this grievance 'procedure is to determine whether the criteria 
for grading were fairly applied. If these procedures lead to the conclusion that the 
grading criteria were improperly applied, then the instructor is to be requested to 
reconsider the grade. 

1. 	 The student's first recourse is to review the issue fully with the instructor involved 
and then with the department chairperson. This must be done within, at most, one 
month after the beginning of the succeeding regular academic semester. 

2. 	 If the issue has not been resolved within, at most, two weeks, the student should bring 
the matter to the dean of the College or School for adjudication by whatever appeals 
committee the dean's office has established. It is anticipated that nearly all cases 
would be settled at the department or College or School level. 

3. 	 A student may take hislher case to the Chancellor. 

Note: If a student believers] the grade is a result of discrimination, see the 
Discrimination Grievance Procedure for Students. 

New Bulletin Text: 
Grade Appeals 

The following procedure is to be followed by any student who believes he/she has 
received an unjustified grade (a letter grade, DL or Y) in a course and wants a review of 
the matter. It is to be understood that the establishment of criteria for grades and the 
assignment of grades is the responsibility of the instructor, and that only the course 
instructor may make a change in grade, with the single exception that the administrative 
officer in the instructor's department/discipline unit (e.g., the department chairperson), 
only upon recommendation of a faculty committee, and in accordance with paragraph 3a) 
below, may change the grade. The primary purpose of the procedure is to assure that the 
criteria for grading are fairly applied. 
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1. 	 Within 30 working days after the beginning of the succeeding regular semester, the 
student must first discuss the grade fully with the course instructor. The student 
should prepare for this meeting by taking all relevant written work (test, reports), etc. 
with himlher. If the issue is not resolved, the student may then appeal the grade to an 
administrative officer of the department/discipline unit normally below the level of 
the Dean. The administrative officer will discuss it with the course instructor, and 
will inform the student of the result of this discussion. The administrative officer may 
require that the student put the appeal in written form before the administrative officer 
discusses it with the instructor. 

2. 	 If the matter still remains unresolved, the student must, within 10 working days of 
being notified of the result of the discussion between the administrative officer and 
the instructor, submit a detailed written statement of the complaint to the 
administrative officer. The administrative officer will refer it to a faculty committee 
composed of at least three faculty members in the course instructor's department or in 
closely allied fields. The committee will investigate the matter, meeting, as it may 
deem necessary, with the student, the instructor, and possibly others. Following its 
inquiries and deliberations, but prior to making its final recommendations, the faculty 
committee will submit a copy of its findings to the course instructor. If the course 
instructor elects to comment on the findings to the committee, this must be done in 
writing within 7 working days. After further consideration, but within 30 working 
days after receiving the student's statement, the faculty committee will submit its 
findings with its recommendations and reasons for those recommendations directly to 
the course instructor, with a c9PY to the administrative officer. 

3. 	 a) If the faculty committee finds that the criteria for grading were not fairly 
applied, and recommends that the grade be changed, the administrative officer 
will ask the instructor to implement the recommendation. If the instructor 
declines, the administrative officer will change the grade, notifying the 
instructor and the student of this action. Only the administrative officer, upon 
the written recommendation of the faculty committee, will have the authority 
to effect a change in grade over the objection of the instructor who assigned 
the original grade. 

b) 	 If the faculty committee recommends that the grade not be changed, the 
administrati ve officer will notify the student of this action. The student may 
then appeal to the Dean of the School or College, who will determine whether 
the above procedures have been properly observed. If the Dean determines 
that the procedures have been followed, the grade will not be changed and this 
ends the-appeal process. If not, the case will be returned to the faculty 
committee for reconsideration. 

4. 	 If the grade of DL or Y is changed to a letter grade by the course instructor or the 
registrar, the student may appeal that grade in accordance with the procedures above. 

5. 	 In the event the course instructor is deceased, cannot be located, or is otherwise 
unable to reconsider the grade, the above procedures will be followed, except that the 
student, the administrative officer, and the faculty committee will not confer with the 
instructor. 



(to be considered for approval at 3:00 p.m., Senate meeting on October 6, 1998) 

SENATE MINUTES 

UM-ST. LOUIS 


September 8, 1998 

3:00 p.m. 126 J. C. Penney 


The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by Dr. Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi, Senate 
Chairperson. 

Report from the Senate Chair -- Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi 
(See Attached) 

Report from the Chancellor -- Blanche Touhill 
(See Attached) 

RJa>ort from the Faculty Council PresidinS Officer -- Dennis Judd 
Impact of Performing Arts Center 

(See 2 Attachments or Web Site: www.umsl.edulcommitteeslfcouncill) 

Dr. Judd announced that the Faculty Council passed a resolution asking the Chancellor to convene a 
meeting of the Budget and Planning to discuss the consultant's report. The Chancellor agreed and a 
meeting will be planned. Date to be announced. 

Report from Intercampus Faculty Council -- Silvia Madeo 
Agenda for 1998-99, Grievance Procedures Revisions 

(See Attached) 

Report from Budm and Plannins Committee -- Blanche Touhill 
Performing Arts Center 

(See Attached) 

Report from ComputinS Committee -- Susan Sanchez 
Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative 

(See Attached) 

The following deadlines were announced: 
Monday, September 28, 1998 -- Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative 
Friday, October 30, 1998 -- Instructional Computing Enrichment Initiative 

Report from Research Committee -. Fred Willman 
Competition Guidelines and Deadlines 

(See Attached) 

Report from University L'b .Consultant Visit JJ8.I1es Committee -- Hal Harris 

(See Attached) 

www.umsl.edulcommitteeslfcouncill
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R<a>0rt from Committee on Committees -- David Ronen (for Gail Ratcliff) 

The following replacements for Senate committees were elected: 

Budget and Planning-Ms. Gail Babcock, Student 
Committee on Committees - Deborah Larson, English 
Curriculum and Instruction - E. Terrence Jones, Political Science 
International Relations - Timothy Wingert, Optometry 
Physical Facilities and General Services - Allen Wagner, CCJ 
Physical Facilities and General Services - Jack Frank, Student 
Research, Fall Panel- Michael Harris, Business 
Student Affairs - Nan Sweet, English 
University Libraries - Lynn Hankinson-Nelson, Philosophy 
University Relations - Kenneth Thomas, Political Science 

R<a>0rt from Executive Committee -- Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi 

Ad Hoc Committee Report on Status of Non-Regular Faculty 


(See Attached) 

The voting senators present agreed to elect a committee of seven faculty members to meet informally 
with Dr. Nelson. It was agreed that one faculty member would be elected for each major campus 
division. The following faculty were elected: 

Gary Bachman-Optometry 

Virginia Drake-Nursing 

Wesley Harris-Natural Sciences 

Dennis Judd-Social Sciences 

David Ronen-Business 

Gwen Turner-Education 

Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi-Humanities 


Report from Curriculum & Instruction -- Dave Ganz 

Student Grade Appeal Revision 


(See Attached) 

Dr. Ganz introduced as an action item the proposed revision of the campus student Grade Appeal 
Procedure. Dr. Ganz recognized the work done by the Faculty Council Grievance Committee in 
preparing the draft. 

Dr. Martinich proposed adding the word "only" before "upon recommendation of a faculty 
committee ... " in paragraph one. The amendment passed. Dr. Martinich proposed deleting the words 
"Ad Hoc" in paragraph two, describing the faculty appeal committee. This change will allow some units 
to use an existing standing committee for the appeal process. The amendment passed. Dr. Martinich 
then proposed requiring a student to flle an initial written statement. The amendment was passed that a 
written statement may be required by the AOD prior to speaking with the instructor. Dr. Cohen 
proposed eliminating the acronym "AOD" throughout the document. An amendment passed to 
substitute the phrase "Administrative Officer." Dr. McDaniel clarified that under the new policy, a 
student may appeal both a non-letter grade and the letter grade to which it may be changed. Dr. Balbes 
asked how students would be affected who dropped out and returned several years later. A senator 
responded that this should be treated as a special admissions case. Dr. Haywood proposed specifying 
timetables as "working" days, and the amendment was passed. Mr. Baugher asked whether a dean 
would send an appeal back to the original faculty committee, or to another committee. Dr. Ganz replied 
that this would be left to the discretion of the dean. 
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The Grade Appeal Policy was approved as amended, without dissent. Dr. Wayne McDaniel expressed 
thanks to the many people who had contributed to revising the policy. Dr. Kathleen Haywood asked 
when the policy would go into effect, and Dr. Zarucchi agreed to look into the question on behalf of the 
Executive Committee. 

New Business: 

Dr. Rosenfeld commented on the recent resignations of John Blodgett and Linda McDaniel from the 
Urban Information Center. Dr. Rosenfeld expressed concern about the negative impact and the 
unexpected nature of these resignations. Chancellor Touhill commented that she had not known of the 
resignations until after the fact. Dr. Siegel stated that the campus has no intention of closing the UIC. 

Completing the business at band, the Senate adjourned at 4:35 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Joyce Corey 
Senate Secretary 

Attachments: 
Report from the Chair 
Report from the Chancellor 
Reports from the Faculty Council Presiding Officer 
Report from the Intercampus Faculty Council 
Report from the Budget and Planning Committee 
Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative 
Report from the Research Committee 
Report from the Libraries Committee 
Report from the Executive Committee 
Revision of the Student Grade Appeal Procedure 
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Report from the Chair 

Welcome to the first meeting of the new Senate. I hope that this year will be an 
active one, and that the Senate will carry out its ideal function as a forum for public 
debate on issues of campus policy and governance. Thank you in advance for your 
attendance and participation. 

Please note that the meeting date for March will not be the 23rd, as originally 
announced, since that is the week of spring break. The meeting will be held on 
March 16. 

The new year has also brought a significant change in the Senate organization. I am 
very pleased to introduce to you the new Administrative Assistant for the Senate, 
Mrs. Sue English. [ .... ] At the same time, it is a pleasure to be able to honor the 
person who contributed many years of dedicated service to the Senate as its 
Executive Assistant. Although Joan Arban has moved upwards to a position as 
Coordinator of Communication for Administrative Services, she will always be 
remembered fondly by those of us who had the pleasure to work with her. Please 
join me now in expressing to Joan our wannest thanks and congratulations. 
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September 8, 1998 

University Senate Report 
By Dr. Blanche Touhill 

Fall Enrollment 

Overall enrollment for fall 1998 will exceed 12,000 students 

... representing a 2 percent increase over last year ...and credit hour 

production will be 3 percent higher than last fall. 

This is very good news for this campus. The increase in student 

credit hours will have a substantial financial benefit for us. In the 

long run, it will allow us to reduce and then eliminate the cost cuts 

we have been taking each year. Having more students on campus 

also enlivens the campus and will help us build the community of 

scholars that should be at the core of this institution. I want to 

thank all of those who worked to enhance our fall enrollments. 
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Student Affairs 

We are working hard to enhance student life. A major effort in this 

direction was the dinner Student Affairs hosted for freshmen on 

Sunday, August 23rd. Over 500 new students attended this very 

successful event. 

Additionally, we have initiated a program where faculty and 

freshmen can become acquainted through a series of lunches. We 

believe these small lunches will create a warmer atmosphere for 

our students and aid in our retention efforts. 

To date, 78 faculty members and 14 members of the Chancellor's 

Cabinet have volunteered to host lunches. Please contact your 

department chair if you are interested in participating. 



New Programs 


Late last spring the CBHE gave final approval for this campus, 


along with Kansas City and Columbia, to start coordinated M.S.W. 


programs. We will enroll the first cohort of students in the fall of 


1999. 


New Staff 


We have successfully completed the search for an Associate Vice 


Chancellor for Academic Affairs. The new Associate Vice 


Chancellor is Dr. Mary Fitzgerald. Dr. Fitzgerald also will join the 


English department as a full professor. I invite all of you to join me 


in welcoming Dr. Fitzgerald. 




Task Force on Intellectual Property 

The Task Force appointed by Vice Chancellor Nelson to 

recommend campus policies concerning intellectual property is 

expected to complete its report this fall. The report will deal with 

such topics as what rights faculty and the university have to course 

material developed for on-line courses. The report will go to the 

appropriate Senate committees for their consideration and later for 

discussion by the full senate. 

Mercantile Library 

The campus community will receive invitations this week for the 

October 2 rededication ceremony of the St. Louis Mercantile 

Library at the University of Missouri-St. Louis. The short ceremony 

will be followed by tours of the library's special collections. 



Founders Dinner 

The annual Founders Dinner will be held Tuesday, October 13, at 

the Ritz Carlton in Clayton. In addition to ceremonies honoring our 

faculty and alumni, Tim Russert, moderator of NBC's "Meet the 

Press," will serve as our featured speaker. 

This is a special event for the university and I encourage you to 

respond quickly when receiving your invitation this week. 

State of the University Address 

The State of the University Address has been set for 3 p.m. on 

September 16. At that time, we will be honoring faculty and staff 

with Chancellor's Awards for Excellence. 
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ASP 

Eileen Heveron has been named the executive director of the 

University System's Administrative Systems Project. That project is 

designed to streamline and make more effective the core 

information systems used in finance, human resources and student 

services. 

Representatives of KPMG-Peat Marwick, who are working with 

System administration on this project, will be on campus the week 

of September 21st to meet with IT professionals and the Senate 

Committee on Computing. 



September 8, 1998 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER'S REPORT TO THE SENATE 

TO: Jeanne Morgan Zarucchi, Senate Chair 

FROM: Dennis Judd, Presiding Officer, Faculty Council 

The Steering Committee of the Faculty Council met on August 27, 1998, to discuss this 
year's Council agenda. The fIrst meeting of the Council will be held September 10, 1998. 
Normally, the meetings are held the first Thursday ofeach month. I want to remind all 
members of the campus community that meetings of the Faculty Council are open to 
everyone. A schedule of meetings for the year are attached to this report. 

The Steering Committee discussed several possible agenda items. The overwhelming 
sentiment was that the Council's fIrst priority should be to discuss the potential impact of 
the proposed Performing Arts Center on the campus's priorities and programs. Thus, the 
October and November meetings, and perhaps more, will be devoted to that topic. 

At a meeting of the Senate Budget and Planning Committee on July 8, the administration 
presented a consultant's draft report submitted by AMS Planning & Research titled, 
"Operating Forecast, University ofMissouri-St. Louis Performing Arts Facilities." 
Several questions and concerns were raised by faculty members at that meeting. The 
Council's discussions will focus upon that report. Members of the Steering Committee 
also expressed the view that the Budget and Planning Committee should meet again, now 
that the new academic year has begun, to discuss the consultant's report. The committee 
passed a resolution asking the Chancellor to convene a meeting ofthe Budget and 
Planning Committee as soon as possible for that purpose. 

I will make copies ofthe consultant's report to anyone who requests it, and will also post 
it as an attachment on the Faculty Council web site. I have attached an additional 
informational page to this report for anyone who wants to read some of the concerns 
expressed at this summer's meeting of the Senate Budget and Planning Committee. 



September 8, 1998 ATIACHMENTTO PRESIDING OFFICER'S REPORT 

Several important concerns were expressed at the July 8 meeting of the Senate Budget and 
Planning Committee. This list is far from exhaustive; however, I believe the following points 
were the leading concerns expressed at the meeting, and I offer them here to promote further 
discussion. 

1. TIlE GAP BElWEEN REVENUES AND COSTS: START-UP. The report by AMS Planning 
& Research, "Operating Forecast, University of Missouri-St. Louis Performing Arts Facilities," 
projects costs and revenues for a Base Year Budget (Year 3). No estimates are provided for the 
first two years; as indicated in the report, "No allowance has been made for additional 'start-up' 
funds that will be required ... " The report does state that roughly $670,000 will be needed to fund 
the salaries and benefits for stafffor those two years. The salaries stated in the report may be too 
low to attract qualified people (the director ofthe performance hall, for example, would make 
$55,000 per year, with other personnel making far less). In addition, nothing has been added into 
this estimate for any other expenses (office expenses, furniture, travel, etc.). Inflation is not 
figured in. 

2. REVENUES AND COSTS: BASE YEAR BUDGET. For years two through five it is projected 
that the annual income for the building will be about $1.79 million, while the expenses will 
exceed $2.475 million. Two sources are assumed to cover the gap of$1.296 million. First, it is 
assumed that the state will provide a rate-dollar (continuing) budgetary increase of 1,051,115 to 
help cover operating costs. However, only 26 percent of the rental revenue from the two main 
halls (a 1,650 seat performance hall and a 300-seat Music and Theater Hall) will come from 
UMSL programs and events. Only 35% of the days usage for the 1,650 performance hall will be 
academic-student. Last year President Pacheco indicated that he would support state funding only 
for that proportion of the PAC that is related to educational mission and activities. This puts the 
consultant's estimate in some doubt. To clarify this issue, at the request of the Steering 
Committee ofthe Faculty Council I have sent a letter to President Pacheco. 

The second major source ofprojected revenues is said to come from commercial rentals, with Fox 
Associates being the largest single renter ofspace. As noted above, the commercial or community 
use ofthe PAC will far outweigh use by campus programs and academic units. Many faculty 
members have expressed concerns that the PAC does not seem to be designed principally for the 
campus. 

3. CAMPUS PRIORITIES. No allowance has been made in the consultant's report for the 
resources that will have to be devoted to building the Music and Theatre programs to get them 
ready to fill dates in the PAC. When asked to comment on this issue, Vice-Chancellor Driemeier 
commented at the July 8 meetings that reallocations would probably have to be made. Solid 
information is needed on the scale of the new investments needed. 

4 ESTIMATED ATTENDANCE AT EVENTS. For most University-related events, (e.g., mock 
trials. debates, music and theater performances), the consultant assumed that most events would 
draw more than 800 people to the main performance hall. These estimates appear to bear no 
relationship to past attendance at similar events. which typically have drawn fewer than 100 
people. If the constultants' estimates are unduly optimistic, University use ofthe large 
performance hall may tum out to be a rare event. 



Report to the Senate 
Intercampus Faculty Council 

September 8 , 1998 

Jeanne Zarucchi and I attended the IFC annual retreat June 29 and 30. The major outcome of the 
meeting was a recommended set of changes to the existing grievance procedures, which will be 
forwarded to the Board of Curators once feedback has been received from the four campuses of 
the System. All members of the Senate should have received copies of these proposals. Please 
pass along your comments to Jeanne Zarucchi, Paul Roth, or Silvia Madeo as soon as possible. 
The next meeting of the IFC is Thursday September 10. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Silvia Madeo 



Report of the Budget and Planning Committee 

September 8, 1998 


The Budget and Planning Committee met on July 8, 1998 to review the AMS 

consulting report entitled, "Operating Forecast, University of Missouri-St. Louis 

Performing Arts Facilities." Various comments and questions were raised centering on 

such issues as revenue and cost, ratio of academic to commercial events and state 

funding. The input, which was made, has been provided to AMS and the response of the 

consulting firm will be provided to the Budget and Planning Committee at its next 

meeting. 



FACULTY DESKTOP ENHANCEMENT INITIATIVE 

FALL DEADLINE: MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 1998 

Overview: The Senate Computing Committee recognizes that some faculty may have needs for 
enhancements or upgrades to current desktop systems in order to take full advantage of the latest 
technology. There will be two Enhancement Initiative competitions during each academic year. 
For 1998-1999, the total allocation for the Enhancement Initiative is $20,000, with $15,000 to be 
awarded in the fall semester and $5,000 in the winter semester. These funds come from the 
general Campus Computing budget, not the Instructional Computing fees. 

Purpose: Where support from extramural sources or through normal departmental funding 
mechanisms is unavailable, faculty who need such upgrades for research purposes can apply to 
the Small Grants Fund administered twice a year through the UMSL Research Panel. The Faculty 
Desktop Enhancement Initiative is meant to supplement the Small Grants Funding program by 
providing an avenue of support for faculty requiring upgrades for instructional or general use. 

Eligibility: All faculty covered by the faculty desktop program who will NOT be receiving a new 
system during the academic year are eligible to apply. 

Upgrades and Enhancements: A list of potential upgrades and their associated costs will be 
distributed with the call for proposals in early fall. Installation fees may be assessed for items 
which require internal installation (e.g., memory, larger hard drive) but any installation fees can be 
included in the funding request. Installation fees will not be assessed for peripherals which can 
easily be plugged into existing systems (such as printers, scanners). Up to $500 will be awarded 
for equipment and installation. If the equipment will be shared by two or more faculty, joint 
applications may be submitted for up to $1,000. In all cases, requests for complete desktop 
systems will not be considered. 

Proposal Format: There are no application forms for this competition. Applicants should provide 
a description of the request typed on no more than two, double-spaced pages. The words 
"Faculty Desktop Enhancement Initiative Request" should appear as the title of the request with 
the applicant's name, position, and department as a subtitle. The applicant should indicate 
whether (i) the applicant's department or center is willing to share the costs of the initiative (20% 
from department/center, 80% from Campus Computing); or (ii) whether the request is for the full 
amount of the upgrade. In case (i), the signature of an appropriate authority (Department Chair, 
Center Director, or Dean) endorsing the cost-sharing must be obtained. Supporting 
documentation must be included within the two page limit. Justification for Enhancement Initiative 
money is particularly important. Only one proposal is allowed per individual. Seven copies of the 
proposal must be received in the Campus Computing office (451 Computer Center Building) by 
5:00 pm on MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 28,1998. 

Evaluation of Proposals: Proposals will be evaluated by the Senate Computing Committee. 
Priority will be given to those who demonstrate the need for and benefits accruing from the 
upgrades or enhancements. Departmental cost-sharing, while desirable, is not a requirement for 
funding. 

1/1 
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II. General Instructions for ICE Proposals 
Each proposal summary should be accompanied by a detailed proposal description, which 
must address items 1 through 8 below. 

1. Statement of need. 

2. Detailed description of project, including information about space and renovation 
requirements. 

3. Description of the proposed management and maintenance of the facility. 

4. Impact on student population, both current and future. 

5. Assessment of the project relative to the long-range plans for the 
departmenVuniversity . 

6. Description of leverage/match forthcoming from external sources and/or the unit, if 
any. 

7. Budget narrative (see below). 

8. Supplementary materials (technical descriptions of hardware, software packages, 
etc.) 

9. Submission of a report of any previous ICE expenditures in the unit, including financial 
information and a description of the impact on students. 

The narrative response to items 1 through 6 is to be 5 pages at a maximum. Send 10 copies 
of the proposal summary and responses to items 1 through 7, and 1 copy of items 8 and 9, to 
the Campus Computing office (451 Computer Center Building) by 5:00 pm on FRIDAY, 
OCTOBER 30, 1998. 

III. Specific instructions for Budget Narrative 
Campus Computing and the Senate Computing Committee recognize that commitment to new 
initiatives requires both initial capital investment and on-going support. The Budget Narrative 
must clearly delineate between one-time and recurring costs. We suggest the following 
categories: 

A. One-time Costs B. Recurring Costs 
1. Hardware 1. Staff (supervisor, lab assistants) 
2. Software purchase 2. Maintenance 
3. Office equipment 3. Hardware replacement 
4. Building modification 4. Software upgrades and licensing 
5. Other (specify) 5. Telecommunications 

6. Supplies 
7. Other (specify) 

Recurring costs must be projected over 4 years. If the proposal is requesting student 
computing fees for recurring costs in years 2 through 4, the dollar amounts must be entered in 

213 
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Report to the Senate 
Research Committee 

Fred Willman, Chair 


The Senate Research Committee met on August 28th
• There will be a total of 

$350,000 available for distribution this academic year. $25,000 for small grants, Fall 
Semester, $25,000 for small grants, Winter Semester, $170,000 for full proposals Fall 
semester (with the balance to carry over to Winter Semester) and $130,000 for full 
proposals Winter Semester. 

The due dates for small grant proposals are September 21st and January 25th
. The due 

dates for full proposals are October 19th and February 5th
• 

Revised guidelines will be mailed out from the Office ofResearch. One of the major 
changes in the process year is that a small panel of four members (3 from the discipline 
area in which the proposal is submitted and one additional member) will do an intensive 
review and rank each proposal. The full panel will receive all proposals and will discuss 
and determine the final rankings. 



University Senate Committee on Libraries 

September 8, 1998 


Harold H. Harris 


The Senate Committee on Libraries has met once this semester. It was a conference 
September 3 with James Myers, a consultant invited to campus by Vice Chancellor 
Nelson. Mr. Myers is former Library Director at Temple University (which is also the 
former affiliation of the Vice Chancellor). He was on campus to examine the operations 
of our library systems and their interactions with other units on campus (such as the 
Urban Information Center and the Computer Center) and off (Interlibrary Loan and other 
libraries). 

The Library Committee found Mr. Myers to be an informed and forthcoming expert on 
library management, and we engaged in a wide-ranging discussion of library policy, 
including: 
• The challenges of providing access to electronic databases and online journals 
• The impending shortage of space for storage of our collections 
• Cooperative and collaborative arrangements for dealing with publishers 
• The administration of branch libraries 
• Merger of the Mercantile collection and personnel with our libraries 
• Library resources for new programs 
• Possible outsourcing of some library operations 
• The appropriate role of faculty bodies in library administration 

The Committee felt that our discussions with Mr. Myers were mutually profitable, and 
we trust that the Vice Chancellor will share with us his final report when it is submitted. 

The Committee understands that a celebration of the Mercantile acquisition has been 
scheduled for October 2, but we have no additional information about that to share at this 
time. 

Hal Harris 



~ Report from the Executive Committee 

The Senate Executive Committee met on Tuesday, September 1. The committee 
received the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Status of Non-Regulars, which 
has recommended a change in the Senate by-laws to defme faculty as including 
faculty with non-regular appointments. The proposed change has been sent to the 
By-Laws and Rules committee for its review and possible action. 

The Executive Committee also received a request from Professor James Tierney, to 
address a conflict between the University rules and regulations and the campus' 
Faculty Handbook regarding policy on academic dishonesty. Since the Executive 
Committee is charged with the review of educational policy, it will meet to discuss 
this issue, and will seek to clarify which version of the policy should be 
implemented in future cases. Vice Chancellor Nelson has been invited to participate 
in this discussion. 
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Approved by UM·St. Louis Senate 

September 8, 1998 


Revision of Student Grade Appeal Procedure 


Previous Bulletin text (1998-99, pp. 480-81): 


Grievance About Grade 
Recourse for a Student Who has a Grievance About a Given Grade 

The following grievance procedure is to be followed by any student who believes he/she 
has received an unjustified grade in a course and wants a review of the matter. It is to be 
understood that the establishment of criteria for grades is the responsibility of the 
instructor. The purpose of this grievance procedure is to determine whether the criteria 
for grading were fairly applied. If these procedures lead to the conclusion that the 
grading criteria were improperly applied, then the instructor is to be requested to 
reconsider the grade. 

1. 	 The student's first recourse is to review the issue fully with the instructor involved 

and then with the department chairperson. This must be done within, at most, one 

month after the beginning of the succeeding regular academic semester. 


2. 	 If the issue has not been resolved within, at most, two weeks, the student should bring 
the matter to the dean of the College or School for adjudication by whatever appeals 
committee the dean's office has established. It is anticipated that nearly all cases 
would be settled at the department or College or School level. 

3. 	 A student may take hislher case to the Chancellor. 

Note: If a student believers] the grade is a result of discrimination, see the 
Discrimination Grievance Procedure for Students. 

New Bulletin Text: 
Grade Appeals 

The following procedure is to be followed by any student who believes he/she has 
received an unjustified grade (a letter grade, DL or Y) in a course and wants a review of 
the matter. It is to be understood that the establishment of criteria for grades and the 
assignment of grades is the responsibility of the instructor, and that only the course 
instructor may make a change in grade, with the single exception that the administrative 
officer in the instructor's department/discipline unit (e.g., the department chairperson), 
only upon recommendation of a faculty committee, and in accordance with paragraph 3a) 
below, may change the grade. The primary purpose of the procedure is to assure that the 
criteria for grading are fairly applied. 
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1. 	 Within 30 working days after the beginning of the succeeding regular semester, the 
student must first discuss the grade fully with the course instructor. The student 
should prepare for this meeting by taking all relevant written work (test, reports), etc. 
with himlher. If the issue is not resolved, the student may then appeal the grade to an 
administrative officer of the department/discipline unit normally below the level of 
the Dean. The administrative officer will discuss it with the course instructor, and 
will inform the student of the result of this discussion. The administrative officer may 
require that the student put the appeal in written form before the administrative officer 
discusses it with the instructor. 

2. 	 If the matter still remains unresolved, the student must, within 10 working days of 
being notified of the result of the discussion between the administrative officer and 
the instructor, submit a detailed written statement of the complaint to the 
administrative officer. The administrative officer will refer it to a faculty committee 
composed of at least three faculty members in the course instructor's department or in 
closely allied fields. The committee will investigate the matter, meeting, as it may 
deem necessary, with the student, the instructor, and possibly others. Following its 
inquiries and deliberations, but prior to making its fmal recommendations, the faculty 
committee will submit a copy of its findings to the course instructor. If the course 
instructor elects to comment on the findings to the committee, this must be done in 
writing within 7 working days. After further consideration, but within 30 working 
days after receiving the student's statement, the faculty committee will submit its 
fmdings with its recommendations and reasons for those recommendations directly to 
the course instructor, with a c9PY to the administrative officer. 

3. 	 a) If the faculty committee finds that the criteria for grading were not fairly 
applied, and recommends that the grade be changed, the administrative officer 
will ask the instructor to implement the recommendation. If the instructor 
declines, the administrative officer will change the grade, notifying the 
instructor and the student of this action. Only the administrative officer, upon 
the written recommendation of the faculty committee, will have the authority 
to effect a change in grade over the objection of the instructor who assigned 
the original grade. 

b) 	 If the faculty committee recommends that the grade not be changed, the 
administrative officer will notify the student of this action. The student may 
then appeal to the Dean of the School or College, who will determine whether 
the above procedures have been properly observed. If the Dean determines 
that the procedures have been followed, the grade will not be changed and this 
ends the-appeal process. If not, the case will be returned to the faculty 
committee for reconsideration. 

4. 	 If the grade of DL or Y is changed to a letter grade by the course instructor or the 
registrar, the student may appeal that grade in accordance with the procedures above. 

5. 	 In the event the course instructor is deceased, cannot be located, or is otherwise 
unable to reconsider the grade, the above procedures will be followed, except that the 
student, the administrative officer, and the faculty committee will not confer with the 
instructor. 


