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AGENDA 
FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY _,. 

Meeting Notice: September 28, 1987 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m. 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. Approval of Minutes for the meeting of 
September 14, 1987 (Vol. XXIV, No. 2). 

IV. Election of President-Elect and election ,of member of 
the Executive11Cortunittee . 

V. Old Business: 

Approval of Senate Rules and Committee Structure 
(Attachment C to Agenda of September 14, 1987) 

VI. Adjournment 

I 

I 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Name 
Ben Rogers, Senate President 
Orpha Duell, Senate Vice President 
Sue Nelson, Senate Secretary 
Marilyn Myers, Senate President-elect 
Gary Greenberg, Elected by Senate 
Ronald Christ, Elected by Senate 
Elmer Hoyer, Appointed by Senate President 

Box 
74 

28 
14 
68 
34 
67 
44 

Phone 
3125 
332-2 
3130 
3591 
3171 
3555 
3415 
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SELECTIVE ADMISSIONS: 
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Kansas Board of Regents 
September 10, 1987 

TOWARD A DISTINCTIVE SYSTEM OF KANSAS UNIVERSITIES 

The Kansas Board of Regents, recognizing that the evaluation and 
attainment of educational quality is multidimensional, endorses 
faculty evaluation, academic review, the clarification of institu
tional mission, increased funding and the development of plans for 
institutional assessment. In the constant quest for quality, it has 
become increasingly clear that the practice of open admissions 
inhibits the attainment of the highest levels of distinction for the 
Regents system. 

The Regents universities in Kansas are bound by an open admissions 
policy which states that ."any person who has graduated from an 
accredited Kansas high school shall be admitted ... " In a national 
market, Kansas institutions are disadvantaged by thJs open admissions 
policy. By far the largest category of four-year public institutions 
are those which have selective admissions policies. Since 1979 a 
current has swept across our nation revealing a predominant trend 
among major four-year public institutions toward increased selectivity 
in admissions. This movement parallels the same universities' quest 
for quality and distinction. 

• A review of the practices of the peer institutions of the University 
of Kansas, Kansas State University and Wichita State University (see 
Attachments I, II and III) reveals: 

• 

1. Their peers are more selective in admissions than the three 
largest Kansas Regents universities. 

2. A basis exists for admissions requirements which are not uniform 
within the state; in other words, standards can vary by institu
tional mission, role and scope. 

3. The basis exists for alternative ways of meeting admissions 
requirements. 

4. Strategies exist for allowing exceptions for students with 
special talents or limited deficiencies. 

It is also instructive to indicate the movement that peer states have 
made toward selective admissions. Colorado is . one important and 
relevant case in point. Beginning in the fall of 1987, admission 
standards· for the baccalaureate and graduate degree granting institu
tions of higher edu ation include at least two of the following three 
criteria for first time admitted freshmen: standardized test scores, 
high school grade point average and high school class rank. 
Applicants who meet the Colorado CoJillJlission on Higher Education 
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standards are not guaranteed admission to the institution. Individual 
institutions may make admissions decisions based on other criteria as 
well, including high school curriculum, special talents and the 
experiences resulting in standards more rigorous than those specified 
by the Conunission in its policy. 

While the Colorado aamissions policy has a statutory basis, it is 
important to know that the State's Conunission on Higher Education and 
its individual institutions participate in the definition of specific 
criteria to be used as admission standards. Criteria have been estab
lished for each university campus consistent with the institution's 
role and mission. Three institutions (Colorado School of Mines, 
University of Colorado-Boulder and Colorado State University) have 
high admissions standards. Less selective admissions standards apply 
at the University of Colorado-Colorado Springs, the University of 
Colorado at Denver and the University of Northern Colorado. Selective 
criteria which are even less strict apply at Adams State College, Fort 
Lewis College, Mesa College, University of Southern Colorado and 
Western State College. A modified open admissions policy exists for 
Metropolitan State College to acconunodate nontraditional students. 
Students seeking admission to conununity and junior colleges or the 
two-year programs at Adams State College or Mesa College are not 
required to meet the Conunission's standards. 

• 

The average ACT scores for entering freshmen students at Big Eight.
universities are an additional point of comparative interest. 
Attachment IV presents such data for the 1986-87 academic year. The 
colunm identifying the averages for composite scores is crucial. The 
University of Kansas and Kansas State University now rank fourth and 
sixth, behind states which have selective admissions policies. The 
lower rankings of the University of Kansas and Kansas State University 
appear to be related to the continued policy of open admissions in 
Kansas. 

As one evaluates the practice of admitting all high school graduates 
to college, a review of the admissions practices of state universities 
nationally is significant. The practices of peer institutions are 
even more pertinent, but of paramount concern are the goals of high 
school education. The movement of students from high school to 
college does not signify a natural, quantitative progression. The 
requirements for high school graduation do not prepare all students 
for college because postsecondary education is not the goal of every 
high school graduate nor should the goals of high school be limited to 
preparation for college. Thus, the standards for exiting high school 
should not necessarily be identical to those for entering college. 

As the Kansas Board of Regents considers the question of movement from 
a policy of open admissions to one of selective admissions, it is 
important to consider and critique the arguments against selective 
admissions. In some cases the arguments against selective admissions. 
point to components that must be included in any selective admissions 
policy. One of the frequently cited arguments against selective 
admissions is that it would not decrease the costs and problems of 
remediation. Approximately 767. of the public four-year institutions 
in the United States offer remedial course work. However, we do not 
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know what the meaning of remediation is on each of the campuses. Some 
states do not offer remedial course work at select institutions . 
Texas, for example, does not offer remedial cour s e work at the Austin 
and Arlington campuses of the University of Texas nor at the College 
Station and Galveston campuses of Texas A & M University. In Kansas, 
remediation is more properly the role of the community colleges than 
it is of the Kansas Regents institutions, as indicated in the mission 
statement of the Kansas community colleges . A policy of selective 
admissions at the largest Kansas Regents institutions would enable a 
reduction of remedial programs, allow for the reallocation of 
resources to enhance the quality of other programs and more clearly 
distinguish the roles of the Regents schools and the community 
colleges. 

A second argument against selective admissions is that it does not 
reduce rates of attrition. Here again, adequate comparative quantita
tive data are not available, . but we know what the rates of freshmen 
attrition are in Kansas universities. After one year, over 21% of the 
freshmen at the University of Kansas drop out; at Kansas State Univer
sity the rate is 28%. While students drop out of school for a 
variety of reasons, we know that raising the standards for admission 
also raises the quality of the raw material entering the institution 
and the level of instruction. We know that high achieving students 
are attracted to selective schools. We know that these same students 
have higher rates of degree completion and lower rates of attrition . 
For example, the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, a peer of 
the University of Kansas, has rigorous entrance standards and has an 
extremely high rate of degree completion. SAT averages for in-state 
and out-of-state students are 1100 and 1200-1300, respectively , and 
degree completion rates are approximately 71% after five years of 
study for University of North Carolina students. This is compared to 
46.5% and 41% for KU and KSU after five years of study. The safer 
prediction, therefore, is that a policy of selective admissions would 
favorably affect retention and degree completion rates. 

A third general argument against selective admissions is that it 
discriminates against certain categories of applicants. -While this is 
a serious and important concern, it is not necessarily an argument 
against selectiv~ admissions. This is particularly true when policies 
have been and can be constructed so that individuals are not denied 
access to a system of higher education nor ultimately denied access to 
any institution if they have demonstrated adequate performance. The 
specific recommendation for the selective admissions policy being 
offered to the Kansas Board of Regents for consideration includes 
provisions which will circumvent these concerns. 

Reference to the selective admissions policy of Colorado's Commission 
on Higher Education is helpful on this point . The Colorado 
Commission's policy allows that each institution may admit students 
who do not meet these standards up to a specified percentage of the 
admitted pool of students. The purpose of this window is to provide 
the institution flexlbility to admit promising students who meet 
institutionally established criteria but not the Commission's 
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numerical standards. Of particular interest to the Commission are 
minority students, students with special talents and students with 
disabilities, including those with learning disabilities. In 
addition, there are a number of types of students explicitly exempted 
from the admission standards within this policy. Special students, 
students visiting from other campuses and · students with foreign 
transcripts are examples of a few types of students exempted. 

A fourth general argument against selective admissions suggests that 
such a policy creates - a stratified, multi-tier system of higher 
education. This allegation is thought to be especially relevant when 
admissions policies are not uniform throughout a state. It can be 
effective in preventing change if the connotation of "elitism" is 
allowed to go unchallenged. A thorough examination of this charge is 
crucial in a state which has had a Populist legacy. 

• 

Differential admissions standards do not by themselves stratify an 
educational system nor do they stigmatize particular schools or 
students. A differential system of admissions requirements can be 
viewed as reinforcing differential institutional missions and 
addressing differential student needs. Movement toward a policy of 
selective admissions at the three largest state universities in no way 
diminishes the role or quality of students or instruction at the three 
regional universities. It does provide a basis for movement toward 
such a policy at the regional universities if selective admissions. 
becomes necessary for the fulfillment of their missions at some point 
in the future. 

The argument that this is "elitist" is curious since it assumes that 
originally equal and identical applicants are forced into pigeon holes 
which block educational and career opportunities. A policy of 
selective admissions cannot be elitist if it allows access to indivi
duals based on performance. From the standpoint of 1987, it cannot be 
maintained that a selective admissions policy creates a system of 
inequality. Instead, the argument today is that the failure to 
provide different admissions standards in fact condemns all students 
to the same level of instruction whether it meets their particular 
educational or occupational needs or not. 

The fifth general argument against selective admissions focuses on the 
criteria used to differentiate applicants. The argument states that 
standardized test scores, rank in high school class and high school 
GPA are neither adequate nor valid predictors of performance in 
college. Those who argue from this perspective seemingly attempt to 
denigrate ·the meaning of any objective measure. However, the proposed 
options do not prevent anyone from entering the system. In fact, the 
most comprehensive option offered to the Board · allows different 
avenues for admission. Additionally, selective admission standards 
will serve as a powerful motivator in that individuals will know what 
level of performance they must attain to be admitted to any one of the 
three largest state universities. • 
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Through the implementation of a policy of selective admissions, the 
Kansas Board of Regents seeks to: 

1. Assure entry into the higher education system for all motivated 
students and the ability to transfer among institutions based 
upon academic per~ormance. 

2. Establish and reaffirm the principle that the opportunity to be 
admitted to college and to specific courses of study must be 
earned, while assuring that the opportunity to enter the system 
is not denied. 

3. Raise the academic standards of certain four-year institutions 
within the state. 

4. Achieve an academic climat~ that contributes to the realization 
of student potential by providing challenges of high performance. 

5. Continue to distinguish the missions of the Kansas Regents insti
tutions by providing diversity in the entry levels for bacca
laureate programs, assuring access and challenge to students of 
diverse preparation and potential. 

6. Finely tune instructional objectives by clearly setting perform
ance expectations and cormnunicating these expectations to 
prospective students. 

7. Allow for the movement of students between institutions based 
upon student need and level of preparation. 

8. Distinguish more clearly the mission of the Kansas Regents 
system from that of the Kansas community colleges by eliminating 
remedial courses from certain Kansas Regents institutions. 

9. Deal more effectively with the problems and costs of remediation 
and student attrition. 

10. Monitor any redistribution of students which might result from 
the implementation of a selective admissions policy to insure 
that the quality of the educational environment is enhanced, 
that the financial stability of the state system is improved and 
that statewide affirmative action policies are realized. 

11. Upgrade the academic 
community colleges 
expectations. 

standards of Kansas high 
by communicating basic 

schools and 
performance 

12. Help develop a milieu for maximizing the educational and career 
opportunities of Kansas residents by cultivating competitive 
values and by generating a more competent work force . 
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It is our contention that selective admissions can improve the quality 
of schools and the time for change is now. Central to the argument is 
that the missions of the University of Kansas, Kansas State University 
and Wichita State University necessitate a movement toward selective 
admissions. Although undergraduate instruction remains paramount at 
these three schools, their additional commitment to graduate educa
tion, research and service are not compatible with open admissions. 

It is clear that in the long run quality cannot be enhanced without 
the cooperation and joint efforts of colleges, universities and 
secondary institutions. However, the Kansas Board of Regents cannot 
afford to wait on the sidelines and follow the lead of others. 
Despite strides made by the Kansas State Board of Education toward 
upgrading requirements for high school graduation, these efforts alone 
are not sufficient. High schools find it difficult to justify expen
ditures to improve academic programs and to get students to enroll in 
challenging courses if the public universities are satisfied to admit 
all comers on equal terms and to apply remediation liberally. At the 
same time, universities concerned about enrollments and student reten
tion are not going to raise hurdles and expectations if high schools 
are not encouraging or requiring stricter academic standards. The 
movement toward a systematic statewide enhancement of educational 
quality simply must come from the Kansas Board of Regents. 

• 

If the State of Kansas is going to enhance adequately the quality of. 
the educational programs of its institutions of higher education and 
if it is going to recapture its economic stability, it cannot continue 
to drift with events and limp toward tomorrow. It must comprehend the 
present movement toward change in education, economy and society. An 
important initial step in reaching for the future is the establishment 
of selective admissions criteria at the University of Kansas, Kansas 
State University and Wichita State University. 

I 

• 



• 

• 
.,. 

• 

1. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR A SELECTIVE ADMISSIONS POLICY 

Option I 

Effective in the Fall of 1991, admission to the University of Kansas, Kansas 
State University and Wichita State University will be restricted to applicants 
who have achieved at least one of the following: 

a. Have completed · the Regents recomnended preparatory curriculum (see 
Attachment V) with a GPA of at least 2.0; 

___, 

b. Have a composite ACT score of 23 or higher; or 

c. Rank in the top one-third of their high school graduating class. 

2. Admissions to Emporia State University, Pittsburg State University and Fort Hays 
State University and the Kansas Technical Institute will remain open to 
graduates of accredited Kansas high schools. 

3. Admissions to all institutions in the Kansas Regents system will remain open for 
Kansas applicants who are twenty-one years of age or older and who are graduates 
of accredited Kansas high schools. 

4. The University of Kansas, Kansas State University and Wichita State University 
can maintain an admissions window of no more than ten percent of their total 
entering freshman admissions for exceptions to the selective admissions policy. 

5. Students who are residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four credit 
hours with a cumulative GPA of 2.5 or higher from one of the state's three 
regional universities or Kansas Technical Institute can transfer to the Univer
sity of Kansas, Kansas State University or Wichita State University. 

6. Students who are residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four credit 
hours of transferable course work with a cumulative GPA of 2.5 or higher from 
any one of the state's comnunity colleges can be admitted as transfer students 
to the University of Kansas, Kansas State University or Wichita State Univer
sity. 

7. Students who are not residents of Kansas must achieve each of the following to 
be admitted to the University of Kansas, Kansas State University or Wichita 
State University: 

a. Have completed the Regents recomnended preparatory curriculum with a GPA of 
at least 3.0; 

b. Have a composite ACT score of 23 or higher; and 

c. Rank in the top ·one-third of their high school graduating class. 

8. Students who are not residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four 
credit hours of transferable course work from a regional or state accredited 
college or corrmunity college with a cumulative GPA of 2.75 or higher may be 
admitted as transfer students to any one of the three major state universities . 

9. Remedial course work will not be offered at the University of Kansas, Kap 
State University or Wichita State University. Students who are admittP 
exceptions at the University of Kansas, Kansas State University or Wichit 
University will have to complete remedial courses at any one of t' 
regional universities or at a Kansas conmunity college prior to enrolln, 
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1. 

RECOMMENDATION FOR A SELECTIVE ADMISSIONS POLICY 

Option II 

Effective in the Fall of 1991, admission to the University of Kansas and Kansas 
State University will be restricted to applicants who have achieved at least one 
of the following: 

a. Have completed the Regents recomnended . preparatory curriculum (see 
Attachment V) with a GPA of at least 2.0; 

b. Have a composite ACT score of 23 or higher; or 

c. Rank in the top one-third of their high school graduating class. 

2. Admissions to Wichita State University, Emporia State University, Pittsburg 
State University and Fort Hays State University and the Kansas Technical Insti
tute will remain open to graduates of accredited Kansas high schools. 

3. Admissions to all institutions in the Kansas Regents system will remain open for 
Kansas applicants who are twenty-one years of age or older and who are graduates 
of accredited Kansas high schools. 

4. The University of Kansas and Kansas State University can maintain an admissions 
window of no more than ten percent of their total entering freshman admissions 
for exceptions to the selective admissions policy . 

5. Students who are residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four credit 
hours with a cumulative GPA of 2.5 or higher from Wichita State University, one 
of the state's three regional universities or Kansas Technical Institute can 
transfer to the University of Kansas or to Kansas State University. 

6. Students who are residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four credit 
hours of transferable course work with a cumulative GPA of 2.5 or higher from 
any one of the state's comnunity colleges can be admitted as transfer students 
to the University of Kansas or Kansas State University. 

7. Students who are not residents of Kansas must achieve each of the following to 
be admitted to the University of Kansas or Kansas State University: 

a. Have completed the Regents reconmended preparatory curriculum with a GPA of 
at least 3.0; 

b. Have a composite ACT score of 23 or higher; and 

c. Rank in the top one-third of their high school graduating class. 

8. Students who are not residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four 
credit hours of transferable course work from a regional or state accredited 
college or comnunity college with a cumulative GPA of 2.75 or higher may be 
admitted as transfer students to the University of Kansas or Kansas State Uni
versity . 

9. Remedial course work will not be offered at the University of Kansas or Kansas 
State University. Students who are admitted as exceptions at the University of 
Kansas or Kansas State University will have to complete remedial courses at 
Wichita State University, any one of the regional universities or at a Kansas 
comnun1ty college prior to enrollment. 



RECOMMENDATION FOR A SELECTIVE ADMISSIONS POLICY 

Option II I • 1. Effective in the Fall of 1991, admission to the University of Kansas will be 
restricted to applicants who have achieved at least one of the following: 

a. Have completed the Regents reconmended preparatory curriculum (see 
Attachment V) with a GPA-of at least 2.0; 

b. Have a composite ACT score of 23 or higher; or 

c. Rank in the top one-third of their high school graduating class. 

2. Admissions to the other Regents universities and Kansas Technical Institute 
will remain open to graduates of accredited Kansas high school~. 

3. Admissions to all institutions 1n the Kansas Regents system will remain open for 
Kansas applicants who are twenty-one years of age or older and who are graduates 
of accredited Kansas high schools. 

4. The University of Kansas can maintain an admissions window of no more than ten 
percent of its total entering freshman admissions for exceptions to the 
selective admissions policy. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Students who are residents of Kansas and who have earned at least twenty-four 
credit hours with a cumulative GPA of 2.5 or higher from one of the other Kansas 
Regents institutions can transfer to the University of Kansas. • Students who are residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four credit 
hours of transferable course work with a cumulative GPA of 2.5 or higher from 
any one of the state's corrmunity colleges can be admitted as transfer students 
to the Uni vers 1ty of Kansas. · · 

Students who are not residents of Kansas must achieve each of the following to 
be admitted to the University of Kansas : 

a. Have completed the Regents recomnended preparatory curriculum with a GPA of 
at least 3.0; 

b. Have a composite ACT score of 23 or higher; and 

c. Rank in the top one-third of their high school graduating class. 

8. Students who are not residents of Kansas and have earned at least twenty-four 
credit hours of transferable course work from a regional or state accredited 
college or conmunity college with a GPA of 2.75 or higher may be admitted as 
transfer students to the University of Kansas. 

9. Remedial course work will not be offered at the University of Kansas. 
Students who are admitted as exceptions to the University of Kansas will 
have to complete remedial courses at Kansas State University, Wichita State 
University, any one of the three regional universities or at a Kansas 
conmunity college prior to enrollment. · -' 
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Recommendations 

Attachment V 

Kansas Board of Regents 
February lB., 1983 

In an effort to provide direction and guidance to students, parents 
and secondary schools, it is recommended that a Kansas Regents univer
sity preparatory curriculum include the following fifteen units: 

4 units of English 
3 units of mathematics 
3 units of social stud i es 
3 units of natural sciences 
2 units of foreign language 

• 

It is further recorrlJnended that each of these ac2.de2i c al·eas consis t of 
the following subject matter content: 

English 

Mathematics 

Social Studies 

I 

I 

f . ,.. . . rl our units or composition 2n ~ grarr@ar, 
including one unit of literature and one 
unit of oral expression. 

two units of algebra and the 
remaining unit consisting of one-half 
unit of geometry and one~half un i t of 
trigonometry with the ob j ective of 
preparing students for entry l evel 
calculus. 

one unit of American 
unit of government, 
economics, and one 
science course . 

history, one-half 
one-half unit of 
add~tional social 

Natural Sciences any combination of two of the three 
natural sciences (biology, chemistry, 
physics) which adds to three units or 
one unit each of biology , chemistry and 
physics . 

Foreign Languages - two units of one foreign language or one 
unit each of two foreign languages . 



Student Advisory Committee 
Kansas Board of Regents 

Recommendation: "Enhanced Open Admissions" 

• 

1. Effective in the fall of 1991, the entitlement to, and conditions 
for, admission as a regular freshman at any of the state universities 
shall be based on meeting the following requirements, in addition to 
graduation from an accredited Kansas high school: 

a. Completion of the Regents recommended preperatory curriculum 
(except the foreign language requirement) with a minimum grade point 
average of 2.0 (students deficient in the foreign language area must 
take those units at the universtiy); OR 

b. Earn a minimum 2.0 GPA in 9 hours of prescribed summer session 
college-level work prior to the Fall semester; OR 

c. Earn a passing grade in make-up courses (high school • 
college level) for specific subjects in the Regents recommended 
curriculum missed in high school, prior to entering the university. 

2. Admission to all institutions in the Kansas Regents system will 
remain open for all Kansas applicants 21 of age or older who have a 
high school diploma. 

3. Criteria for the admission of non-Kansas students will be 
determined by each institution with approval by the Board of Regents. 

4. Each university may maintain an admissions window of no more than 
ten percent of their total entering freshman admissions for exceptions 
to the enhanced admissions policy. 

REPRESENTING THE STUDENTS OF: Emporia State University • Fort Hays State University • Kansas State University 
Kansas Technical Institute • Pittsburg State University • University of Kansas • Wichita State University 

• 
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Criteria for C0111parison University of Akron 

Open/Selective Selective 

Alternative Doors No 

Exceptions Po~sible 

Admissions Require•ents: 

High School Dipl0tna Yes (if under 25) 

HinillUIII Test Score 16 ACT 

Class Rank Not used 

High School GPA Minimum not 
specified 

College Preparatory 
Curriculu. Recommended 

Sources: 

• 
Admissions Data for Wichita State University Peer Institutions 

Portland State Univ 

Selective 

Yes 

Possible 

Yes (or GED) 

Used if High School 
GPA is Below 
Requirements 

Not used 

2.5 

Yes 

Virginia Commonwealth 

Selective 

No 

Remedial Placement 

Yes (or GED) 

900 SAT 

Significant 
indicator 

Sliding scale 

Yes 

Univ of No Carolina
Greensboro 

Selective 

No 

Possible 

Yes (or GED) 

19 ACT/800 SAT 

Not used 

2.0 

Yes 

Univ of Wisconsin
Hilwaukee 

Selective 

\Yes 

Special Opportunity 
Programs 

Yes (or GED) 

20 ACT/920 SAT 
if not in top 50~ 

Top 5~ 

Minimum ncit 
specified 

Yes 

• ~ 

ATTACHMENT III 

Septetnber, 1987 

Western Michigan 
Universit}'._ 

Selective 

No 

Special Provisions, 
Remedial Programs 

Yes (or GED) 

No 

Considered 

Minimum not 
specified 

Yes 

a. Associated Students of Kansas, "Statement on Open Admissions . " Presented to the Legislative Educational Planning Committee, August 26, 1987. 
b. Results of telephone survey by Regents Staff, June 15, 1987. 
c. Results of telephone survey by Regents Staff, Septelllber 3, 1987 . 



University 

Colorado 

Iowa State 

Missouri 

Kansas 

Nebraska 

Kansas State 

Oklahoma 

Oklahoma State 

. AVERAGE ACT SCORES FOR ENTERING FRESHMEN STUDENTS 
AT BIG EIGHT UNIVERSITIES 

1986-87 

-
Social Natural 

English Math Studies Science 

24.4 25.0 24.4 24.4 

21.0 23.1 21.6 25.7 

21.1 21.4 21.4 24.4 

20.9 20.9 21.1 23.8 

20.1 20.8 20.6 23.9 

20.1 20.5 20.7 23.8 

20.3 19.5 19.9 23.1 

19.9 18.6 19.2 22 . 7 

Source: Institutional Registrars or Admission Officers, 

Attachment IV • 

State 
Composite 
for all 

Composite Students 

24.7 19.9 

23.0 20.6 

22.2 19.2 

21.8 19.2 

21. 5 20.0 

21.4 19.2 • 20.8 17.8 

20.3 17.8 

Results of Telephone Survey by Regents Staff August 28, 1987 

J 
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Admissions Data for University of Kansas Peer Institutions 

Criteria for Coaparison University of Colorado University of Iowa Univ. of North Carolina 

Open/Selective S~lective Selective ~ Selective 

Alternative Doors No No No 

Exceptions Special student No "Special Talent" 
Exe111ptions I Exemptions 

~ 

--~ 
Adwlission Requirements: 

High School Diploma Yes (or GED) Yes (or GED) Yes (or equivalent) 

HinillUIII Test Score 2} ACT/1000 SAT 24 ACT/980 SAT 800 SAT/350 111inimum 
for each section 

Class Rank Top 30% Top 50% Given highest 
consideration 

High School GPA Hininu111 not Hini111U111 not Minimum not 
specified specified specified 

College Preparatory 
Courses Yes Beginning 1990 Yes 

Sources: 

University of Oklahoma 

Selective 

Yes \ 

"Special Talent" for 
up to 5~ of freshman 
Class 

Yes 

17 ACT 

- or -

Top 50% 

- or -

3.1 

Beginning 1988 

• 
AT T ACtffNT I 

September, 1987 

University of Oregon 

Selective 

Yes 

Instate students 
can petition for 
exemption 

Yes (or GED) 

Used if High School 
GPA is below 
requirements 

Not used 

3.0 

Yes 

a. Associated Students of Kansas, "Statement on Open Admissions." Presented to the Legislative Educational Planning Co111111ittee, August 26, 1987. 
b. Results of telephone survey by Regents Staff, June 15, 1987. 
c. Results of telephone survey by Regents Staff, September 3, 1987. 



Admissions Data for Kansas State University Peer Institutions 

Criteria for Colllflarison Colorado State Univ. Iowa State University North Carolina State Univ 

Open/Selective Selective Selective Selective 

f 

Alternative Doors No No I No . . 
Exceptions Nontraditional, 

Minority Programs 
Possible Possible 

AdMission Requireaents: 

High School DiplD118 Yes (or GED) Yes (or GED) Yes (or GED) 
; 
I 

Hini111.111 Test Score No No No 

Class Rank Top :ni Top 5°" Top 50: 

~ 

High School GPA 2.0 Hinillllllll not specified HinilllUIII not specified 

College Preparatory 
Courses Beginning 1988 Beginning 1990 Yes 

Sources: 

Oklahoffla State Univ. 

Selective 

Yes 

"Special T~lent" 
exemptions 

Yes 

17 ACT 

- or -

Top 5o,.; 

- or -

3.1 

Beginning 1988 

ATTACtKNT II 

Septelftber, 1987 

Oregon State Univ. 

Selective 

Yes 

Instate Students 
can petition for 
exe111pt ion 

Yes (or GED) 

Used if High School 
is below requireiaents 

Not used 

3.0 

Yes 

a. Associated Students of Kansas, "Statement on Open Adfflissions." Presented to the legislative Educational Planning Co111111ittee, August 26, 1987. 
b. Results of telephone survey by Regents Staff, June 15, 1987. 
c. Results of telephone survey by Regents Staff, September 3, 1987 . 
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FACULTY SENATE 
THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of September 28, 1987. (Vol. XXIV, no. 3). 

SUMMARY OF SENATE ACTION: 

Substitute Motion: It is the sense of the Senate that it should 
be represented by its leadership during the summer months. It is 
moved that the Senate Executive Committee meet with the Academic 
Vice-president to explore ways that this might be accomplished 
and that its findings be reported back to the Senate at the next 
regularly scheduled meeting. Motion passed. 

Motion: Janet Wilke to replace Marilyn Meyers as senator: passed 
by acclamation. 

Peter Zoller elected as President-elect. 

David Childs elected to the Executive Committee. 

Motion: approval of the Senate Rules and Committee Structure as 
amended and edited. Moti on passed without dissent . 

Members Present: ADAMSON, BAXTER, BENSON, BLESSING, BRADY, 
BRINKMAN, BROWN, BURDETTE, BURDSAL, CAMPBELL, CAVAROZZI, CHILDS, 
CHRIST, CLARK, CONNOR, DAUGHERTY, DREIFORT, DUELL , EDGINGTON, 
EYADA, FATEHI-SEDEH, FELEPPA, FOSTER , GOSMAN, GRAHAM, GREENBERG , 
HARDY, HOYER, HUCKSTADT, JEFFERS, JOHNSON, KELLY, KITCH, LAPTAD , 
LYNCH, MCCORMICK , MCKELLAR , MARTIN, MILBRANDT, NELSON, NEUFELD , 
PASKE, RITCHIE, ROBBINS, ROGERS, SCOTT, SCUDDER, SNYDER, SOLES, 
WASHINGTON, WEST, WHERRITT, YEAGER, ZOLLER. 

Members Absent: ARMSTRONG, BARRETT, BEREMAN , KOEHN, MAYS, 
THEERATHORN. 

Guests: J. MCDOUGALL, V. PANGBURN, C. WESCHE . . 
I 

President Rogers called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. and 
announced a sequence of meetings on a Board of Regents' proposal 
concerning selective admissions at the regents' institutions: 

1. The Board of Regents will consider this matter at their 
December meeting . 

2. The Council of Chief Academic Officers (COCAO) will report on 
this issue by November. 
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Senate Minutes - 9/28/87 

3. The Vice President for Academic Affairs must receive 
information and advice from the faculty by October 15 . 

With this schedule in mind, President Rogers has asked t h e 
Committee on Academic Affairs t o present a report at a special 
meeting of the Faculty Senate at 3:30 on October 5. The 
Committee has been charged with (1) outlining the proposal on 
selective admissions, (2) investigating the impact of such a 
proposal on the educational goals of the University, and 
(3) raising general questions that need to be addressed. 

The meeting will be an open meeting and will be announced in 
Inside WSU in order to give faculty members an opportunity to 
discuss this issue. President Rogers requested th a t senators 
urge their colleagues to attend the meeting so tha t faculty 
views can be expressed on this subject. 

After the October 5 meeting, the Committee on Ac ad emic Affairs 
will propose a set of recommendations which will b e presented to 
the Faculty Senate a t its regular meeting on October 12; if 
time permits, these recommendations will be circulated before the 
meeting. 

Senator Paske notified the Faculty Senate that he was planning to 
request that the administration provide summer support for the 
senate president. He felt this should be done before the 
election of the president-elect in order to clarify the issue . 

Senator Daugherty indicated her concern for two matters raised at 
the September 14 meeting--the matter of changes in the h e al th 
insurance policies and the learning assessment issue--an d 
requested early consideration of both by the Senate. 

The minutes of the last meeting were approved as distribute d . 

Senator Paske moved for a suspension of the rules in order to 
discuss summer support for the president; Senator Soles 
seconded. The motion passed. 

Senator Paske moved that we request two months' summer support 
for the president, the support to be provided by the central 
administration. Senator Laptad seconded. 

A discussion followed concerning the amount of support tha t 
should be provided, the demands made on the president duri ng t he 
summer months, and the possibility of combining load reduct ion 
with some monetary compensation. 

Senator Graham introduced a substitute motion: It is the se n se of 
the Senate that it should be represented by its leadership during 
the summer months. It is moved that the Senate Executive 
Committee meet with the Academic Vice-President to explore ways 
that this might be accomplished and that its findings be reported 
back to the Senate at the next regularly scheduled meeting. 
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Senate Minu tes - 9/28/87 

Senator Clark seconded. 

After further discussion of some of the problems involved in 
establishing appropriate remuneration, the questi on was called 
and the substitute motion passed. 

In an item added to the agenda, President Rogers asked for a 
nom ination from the Library to replace Senator Myers . Senator 
Kelly placed the name of Janet Wilke in nomination; Senator 
Dreifort moved to elect by acclamation, senator Hoyer seconded, 
and the motion passed. 

Senator Edgington announced the resignation of Senator Koehn from 
the Senate. President Rogers requested tha t Senator Edgington 
convene the math-science senators to nomi na te a replacement. 

President Rogers declared that nominations were in order for 
President-elect of the Faculty Senate. 

Senator McCormic k nominated Peter Zoller . 

Senator Duell nominated David Childs. 

After a request for brief statements from both candidates, the 
nominees obliged and then left the room so that discussion could 
be held. 

Senator Zoller was elected President -elect. 

Nominations were opened for a replacement for Senator Christ on 
the Executive Committee. The names of Senators Burdsal , Johnson, 
and Childs were placed in nomination. Senator Childs was 
elected. 

Mo tion of the Constitution Committee: the adoption of the Senate 
Rules and Committee Structure as distributed. 

President Rogers declared the tlocument would be considered in two 
parts: the rules, including the general structure of committees; 
and the committees themselves, with their charges. 

Editorial corrections noted by President Rogers : 
Page 8 , Honors Committee, c: " Director of Honors" replaces 

" Honors coordinator." 
Page 15, Tenure and Promotion, a: "non-votin g" added immediately 

following "Vice President for Research and Dean of 
Graduate Studies ." 

Page 1, Faculty Senate Rules : 
1. Friendly amendment accepted: Senator Johnson suggested adding 

"during the academic year" to the end of the sentence . 
5. Editorial correction noted by Senator Paske: " Faculty 

Senate" should replace " University Senate ." 
6. Senator Greenberg moved, Senator Clark seconded, that the 
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words "all members of the university community" replace "the 
faculty." Motion passed . 

10. Senator Feleppa suggested an editorial change: "senator-at
large positions" replace "that area." 

Page 3, Faculty Senate Rules: 
II. Composition: Editorial correction noted by Senator Gr a ham: 

"Health Professions" replaces "Health Related Professions." 

Page 4, Faculty Senate Rules: 
II. Composition: Friendly amendment accepted: Senator Clark 

suggested ad d ing the sentence, "For purposes of committee 
assignments, faculty from the Center for Urban Affairs and 
University College shall be included in the Academic Service 
unit." 

Motion to adopt the Rules as amended: motion pa ssed. 

Part 2: Committee Structure 

President Rogers reminded the Senate of a co mm itment to the 
general facult y to adhere to certai n patterns that had been 
established in t he University Senate (for example, including 
students on faculty committees). 

Page 15, Tenure and Promotion, a and b: Editorial correction 
noted by Senator Kelly: the words " Media Resource Center" 
should be omitted. 

Motion to adopt the Committee Structure with editorial changes; 
motion passed. 

Meeting adjourned. 

Susan Nelson, Senate Secretary 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secretary 

I 
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