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SENATE MINUTES 

UM-ST. LOUIS 

April 28, 1998 


3:15 p.m. 222 J. C. Penney 

The meeting was called to order at 3:15 p.m. Minutes from the previous meeting 

(held March 24, 1998) were approved as submitted. 


Report from the Chancellor -- Chancellor Blanche Touhill 


The Chancellor announced that at its April 16 meeting, the Coordinating Board for 

Higher Education (CBHE) approved our proposed Ph.D. in Education as well as a 

new articulation agreement with the community colleges. The articulation 

agreement lifts the cap on the number oflower division credits that can be 

transferred, provides for appeals to be filed by home institutions as well as by 

students concerning the number of credits accepted by the receiving institution, and 

contains a new statement of "Principles of Good Practice for Transfer and 

Articulation." The CBHE Transfer and Articulation Committee is about to appoint 

a General Education Steering Committee that will be charged with reviewing 

general education requirements. The review is expected to concentrate on the 

general education requirements the articulation agreement prescribes for transfer 

students. 


Turning to other matters, Chancellor Touhill reported that the Registrar's Office 

recently has completed two computer-based applications which will allow faculty to 

access class lists. 


More than 500 people attended a lecture in the J. C. Penney Building presented by 

one of the lead archaeologists on the Titanic exploration team. The lecture 

coincided with the 86th anniversary of the sinking of the luxury liner. 


The Career Experience and Employment Program had a very successful year, 

placing 700 students in degree-related positions at 250 employers. 


Last week, the University began airing a 30-second television commercial as one 

component of a marketing strategy to increase fall enrollment. The spot will air 

more than 600 times between now and August 23. The overall campaign will 

include print and radio advertisements with the theme: "Your connection to a 

bright future." 


Report from the Intercampus Faculty C . 

(see attached) mmctI-- Dr. Silvia Madeo 
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Report from the Faculty Council -- Dr. Herman Smith 

(see attached) 

Report from the Student Government Association -- Mr. Jim Avery 

Mr. Avery reported that in the recently-held elections, he was reelected President of 
the SGA, Mr. Michael Rankins was elected Vice President, and Mr. Benjamin Ash 
was elected Comptroller. 

Mirthday was a success, it was reported. 

Mr. Avery indicated plans to participate in a nationwide project that involves a 
fundraising component and a home-building effort for the needy. 

Report from the System Benefits Committee -- Dr. Susan Feigenbaum 

Dr. Feigenbaum reported that the Committee has forwarded to the President its 
recommendations concerning enhancements to the pension plan. She was pleased 
that there is some common ground to benefit both short- and long-term employees. 
Dr. Feigenbaum thanked Chancellor Touhill for her strong and vocal support for 
this enrichment. 

Faculty and staff must wait until the May Board meeting to find out what benefits 
will be approved. The goal is to implement the changes as quickly as possible. Dr. 
Feigenbaum reported that our plan date is September 1, but she noted that the 
changes could be implemented immediately after action by the Curators. The Chair 
asked if the changes could be retroactive, and Dr. Feigenbaum indicated that was 
doubtful. 

Report from the Committee on the Assessment of Educational Outcomes -- Dr. Gary 
Burger 

Dr. Burger reported that the Committee has recommended that a small fee be 
charged at the drop-in assessment center for those who wish to take the assessment 
test at other than the regularly-scheduled times. The Committee further 
recommended that scores on the academic profile be released to students who 
request them. 

Report from the BudW and Planning' Committee -- Chancellor Blanche Touhill 

The Chancellor reported that the Committee met recently and reviewed section size 
data. Two items were handed out for discussion at a forthcoming meeting: actual 
budgets outlining revenue and expenditure and data related to Vice Chancellor 
Nelson's proposed workload policy. 
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At the close of her report, the Chancellor replied to a question from Dr. William 
Long by noting that actual enrollment is greater than our projection. 

Dr. Judd expressed concern about the absence of a planning process. He asked if 
the Chancellor would be willing to reinstate a planning process that fully involves 
faculty. Chancellor Touhill said she has been working with the Budget and 
Planning Committee. She pointed out that the units have participated by 
completing Form Fives. She indicated that she would be happy to have Dr. Judd 
come and speak with her or attend meetings of Budget and Planning. 

Report from the Committee on Curriculum and Instruction -- Professor David Ganz 

On behalf of the Committee, Professor Ganz recommended approval for a new 
degree program, the M.A. in Communication. Noting that funds are being assigned 
to the baccalaureate program in Communication, Dr. Mark Burkholder questioned 
if the M.A. will be funded through reallocation. How, he asked, can we justify 
adding a master's program when we can't adequately meet the needs oftoday's 
students? Chancellor Touhill reported that former Chancellor Barnett made a 
commitment to increase the size of the Communication faculty, and Chancellor 
Touhill feels we should honor this commitment. 

Dr. Dennis Judd commented that almost every department on campus has 
experienced unfulfilled commitments. Soft money, he said, is clearly outside the 
planning process and out of the hands ofthe faculty body. Chancellor Touhill 
replied that we have a mixed budgeting system that is complicated, but, she said, 
we are eager to keep talking to one another to make sure the process is smooth. 

Arts and Sciences' Interim Dean Martin Sage informed senators that concern was 
expressed by our accrediting agency concerning the small number of faculty in the 
Communication Department. A consultant was hired. The consultant agreed that 
we need more faculty and more senior faculty. The master's program is necessary 
to attract them, he said. 

Dr. Carol Peck noted that admission requirements for the program state that 
"a student should have a baccalaureate degree." Dr. C. Thomas Preston 
indicated that he would accept l.W.l.f!t. in place of "should have" as a friendly 
amendment. 

Dr. Michael Murray commented that Communication faculty are sensitive 
that people with a degree in political science and other backgrounds may wish to 
pursue a master's in Communication. It is, he said, "a glaring omission" that we 
don't already offer this degree, which we have been working on for seven or eight 
years. 

Dr. Judd clarified that he is not opposed to the program but merely wanted to make 
a point about the budget process. 
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The Senate then voted with some dissent to approve the M.A. in Communication. 

Turning to other action items, the Senate approved a change to the Master of Music 
Education and changes to the B.S.N. Dr. Peck referred to item 6 on page 2 of the 
proposal, liB average preferred for high school coursework in English Composition, 
Algebra I and II, Geometry, Chemistry, and Biology." She questioned why a B 
average is not explicitly required. Dean Durham reported that the document is in 
concert with state requirements. 

Five separate changes to the O.D. were approved by the Senate, and proposals 
emanating from the School of Business Administration (Le., multiple degrees, 
changes to the M.B.A. , addition ofminors, and a change in emphasis area name to 
B.S. in Management Information Systems) were all approved. A new certificate 
program, the Labor Studies Certificate, passed without discussion or dissent. 

Professor Ganz then turned the Senate's attention to minor "housekeeping" changes 
and course actions which were effected by the Committee. 

Professor Ganz submitted for a "second reading" a proposal to amend the grade 
appeal process, which was refined as a result of comments at the "first reading" in 
March. Dr. Wayne McDaniel, the chair of a Faculty Council committee studying the 
issue, was introduced. He listed point-by-point responses to criticisms expressed at 
the previous Senate meeting. Concerning the view that the AOD should receive the 
complaint in writing from the student, Dr. McDaniel reported that the committee 
was loath to tell department chairpersons how to do their job. Also, it was felt that 
committing the complaint to writing would tend to escalate the matter in the minds 
of students. Regarding the one-month time period for resolution, Dr. McDaniel said 
that is the present time frame. Students, he said, should take action to resolve their 
concerns immediately. Certainly, students should make their concerns known 
before the faculty member forgets who the student is. Concerning the size of the 
faculty committee, it was felt that it would be unfair to students to just consult one 
person or a group ofpeople who are in the department or who are closely allied with 
the department. Dr. McDaniel noted that the Columbia grade appeal process states 
that no one may substitute his/her judgment for the instructor's. He said our 
proposed document is actually a stronger statement. Dr. McDaniel accepted a 
friendly amendment from Dr. Jane Williamson to replace ~ (lithe AOD may 
change the grade") with will in 3a. 

Dr. Williamson reported that she receives many requests to change Y grades that 
tum into an F 10-15 years later. Students are assigned a Y because they stopped 
coming to class early in the semester. Often, the instructor is unavailable. 
Professor Ganz indicated that the Y grade was never intended to be a permanent 
grade. The student was required to pay a fee to drop it. Professor Ganz said this 
issue is on C&I's agenda and will be taken up over the summer. 

Following a brief further discussion, senators were encouraged to send their 
comments to Professor Ganz for consideration this summer. 
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In closing, Professor Ganz reported that CBHE has adopted new transfer and 
articulation guidelines. When the official document is published, it will be sent to 
department chairs and unit heads. Everyone who is granting a degree was urged to 
read the document closely. 

Report from the Committee on Appointments, Tenure, and Promotion -- Dr. 
Mark Burkholder 

(see attached) 

Dr. Judd inquired as to the number of recommendations made by ATP this year. 
Dr. Burkholder reported that there were approximately 20. 

Report from the Committee on Computina- -- Dr. Susan Sanchez 

(see attached) 

Report from the Committee on Bylaws and Rules -- Dr. William Long 

(see agenda) 

Dr. Long explained that last fall, the Committee received a proposal from the 
Faculty Council Steering Committee calling for the Chancellor to remain an 
ex officio member of the Budget and Planning Committee but for the chair of the 
Budget and Planning Committee to be elected from among the faculty 
representatives on the Committee. Dr. Long reported that the Bylaws and Rules 
Committee drafted language to effect this, sought input from previous members of 
Budget and Planning (going back 7 years), and asked the Faculty Council to get a 
broader opinion than just the Steering Committee. The Council did a survey. Dr. 
Margaret Cohen inquired about the numbers at the bottom ofpage 2 of the 
Committee's report. Dr. Herman Smith reported that 44 percent of the Faculty 
responded to the survey. He moved that the Committee's informational report 
become an action item and the Senate adopt the language stated on page 3 of the 
report. Professor Korr noted that our practice has been to have a first and second 
reading of significant bylaw changes. He moved to table the issue. His motion was 
seconded and approved. 

Other business -- Professor David Ganz 

Professor Ganz moved approval of the following resolution: 

Be it resolved that Lawrence David Friedman be recognized, 
honored, thanked, and remembered for his wise and 
conscientious leadership of the Senate and its committees; his 
representation on and diligent participation with the Intercampus 
Faculty Council; his sincerity in representing our campus to all 
constituent groups; his unfailing representation of this campus and 
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its values; and his complete dedication to meaningful and 
enlightened governance of the University of Missouri-St. Louis 
as Chair of the Senate for the years 1996-97 and 1997-98. 

The resolution was seconded and approved enthusiastically. 

The Senate then met in Executive Session to approve a candidate proposed to 
receive an honorary degree. 

Completing the business at hand, the Senate adjourned at 5:02 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Deborah Larson 
Senate Secretary 

Attachments: Report from the Intercampus Faculty Council 
Report from the Faculty Council 
Report from the Committee on Appointments, Tenure, and 

Promotion 
Report from the Committee on Computing 

(minutes written by Ms. Joan M. Arban, Senate Executive Assistant) 
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Report to the Senate 

Intercampus Faculty Council 


April 28. 1998 


At its April 9 meeting the IFC addressed two primary topics: grievance procedures and the 
recent agreement regarding community college transfer courses. 

With regard to grievance procedures, the IFC has been considering suggested changes from 
all four campuses to the Collected Rules and Regulations. This has been a slow process, 
partly because some of the suggestions are contradictory. Areas of particular concern 
have been significant delays in resolving grievances and appropriate standards of evidence. 

The Columbia campus has experienced a substantial increase in the number of grievances 
and is considering putting an ombudsman in place to try to resolve complaints before they 
become grievances. President Pacheco indicated that the University of Arizona had greatly 

. reduced the number of grievances with a similar plan. The IFC agreed to incorporate this 
idea into its on-going consideration of proposed changes to the grievance procedures. 
Proposals probably will developed over the summer and presented to the Curators in the 
fall. 

Steve Lehmkuhle addressed questions about the community college agreement. It requires 
that we accept the associate of arts degree from the community colleges. Within that 
degree, students will satisfy the general education requirements if the sending institution 
certifies that the student has met the state defined general education requirement. Beyond 
the associate of arts degree, we must accept lower division courses on a program to 
program and institution to institution articulation basis. It is unlikely that we could accept 
lower division courses from a four-year school and not accept the same courses from the 
community colleges. It appears that the "sector discrimination" argument prevailed over 
the "mission creep" argument. 

Finally, several individuals from the System Planning and Budgeting staff demonstrated 
. how to access departmental data through the System web site. This information can be 

accessed by selecting the Planning and Budgeting department on the System page. We 
were encouraged to use the site and provide feedback. My efforts to do so have yielded a 
message stating, "Your browser sent a message this server could not understand." 



Senate Report of tile Presiding Officer 

of tile UM-SL Faculty Council 


April 28, 1998 


As designated messenger for the Faculty, I'm here today for the regular character assassination 
attempt. But, apologies to Mark Twain, the news ofthe messenger's demise has been greatly 
exaggerated To make for a short end-of-the-Senare-year speech, I've taken the liberty of putting 
together a cbronological history ofimportant events concerning my role as spokesperson for the 
faculty that I've asked several colleagues to pass out for your edification. 

In a nutshell, the illlJX)rtant issues before the Faculty Council are - and I believe will continue to 
be beyond my tenure as Presiding Officer -- faculty governance structure; the continued, 
unrealistic enrollment management "'shortfalls" on financial viability ofthis institution; the 
operating and management budget ofthe proposed Perfonning Arts Complex; and faculty 
workload policy. It continues to amaze me that, despite many Budget and Planning Committee 
meetings, the campus administration is about ready, apparently~ to release its Fiscal 
Year 1999 budget to the UM System Administration and we still do not know 
what it will say. Our manta will continue, thus, to be, apologies to President Clinton: "It's the 
bu~ stupid" Everything else is just a distraction from 1he real issues. 

Finally, pennit me to announce the special open faculty meeting with V-C Nelson on proposed 
work load policy. sponsored by the Faculty CounciL That meeting is scheduled for this 
Thursday, April 30, from 3-4 PM in JCP222. Given the numerous questions raised toward the 
raison d-etre for a new policy at the past Senate Budget and Planning meeting, I hope that even 
more faculty will join in the discussion. 

Thank you, and I will gladly entertain any questions you might have ofmy written or oral 
reports at this time. 



REPORT TO THE SENATE, April 28, 1998 

Appointments, Tenure & Promotion Committee 

I reported at the last Senate meeting that Chancellor Touhill was considering reversing 

several recommendations of the Committee. I am reporting today that, with the support of the 

Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, the Chancellor did reverse four recommendations. While 

the Board of Curators and President have clearly delegated to the Chancellor the authority to act 

in this manner, the Chancellor's decisions, especially in the cases in which the Committee's 

position was unambiguous, raise serious questions about the role and significance offaculty 

participation in this extremely important area. Specifically, these decisions pose the question of 

why an elected faculty committee should continue to devote the many hours involved in making 

tenure and promotion recommendations. In addition, they pose the question ofwhether 

administrators or full-time senior faculty better understand the requirements for tenure and 

promotion as contained in the University ofMissouri's Collected Rules and Regulations. 

Mark A. Burkholder 

Chair 



FACULTV DESKTOP ENHANCEMENT INITIATIVE 

April 28. 1998. as approved by the Senate Computing Committee 

Overv.jew: 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 the specified deadline. 

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 

April 28. 1998 
as approved by the Senate Computing Committee 

Overview: The Senate Computing Committee endorses the IFC Resolution on the Use of 
Instructional Computing Fees (March 18, 1998). As part of this resolution, the I FC 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, recruitment! 
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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If. 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 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 the specified 
deadline. 

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 I. 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 
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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. 


