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Room 126 CH 

AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

3:30 p.m. 

Meeting Notice: Monday, February 12, 1990 

Order of Business: 

* 

* 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

a. Report - Assessment Steering Committee by Randy Ellsworth 

b. Report on FY90 & FY91 Budget Adjustments - VP Roger Lowe 

c. Report on Senate Executive Committee response to Senate 
Meeting of January 22, 1990 

III. Approval of Minutes 

IV. Old Business - None ~ 

V. New Business 

a. Interim Report and Recommendations from 
Academic Affairs Committee - Carol Konek, Chair (Att. A, B, C, D) 

b. Policy on Software Copying - First reading of Policy redraft 
(Att E) 

c. Resolution on Software - First reading (Att F) 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
Elmer Hoyer, Senate President Box 44 3415 
Sally Kitch, Senate Vice President Box 82 3358 
A. J. Mandt, Senate Secretary Box 74 3125 
David Alexander, Senate President-Elect Box 32 3190 
Mark Dotzour, Elected by Senate · Box 88 3219 
Diane Huntley, Elected by Senate Box 144 3614 
Karen Brown, Appointed by Senate President Box 26 3114 

Indicates action required 

. . 
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8January 1990 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

,.. 
--; ~- -, . 
~SL a~--

The 

Wichita 
State University 

ATTACHMENT A 

Office of the Dean. Fairmount College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

Senate Executive Committee , j/ A 

Carol Wolfe Konek &d4 ~ 
Academic Affairs Report 

The Academic Affairs Committee recommends the following: 

In respect to the number of University College courses: 

1. Credit bearing courses may be offered only in degree-granting colleges. 

2. 

All University College courses should be numbered at the Oxx level. 

New courses offered by University College should be subject to review at 
two levels if the current two-tier review practice remains in place, and to 
review at three levels if that becomes the practice. Academic Affairs 
could provide the second tier of review because it includes representatives 
from the colleges these courses serve. A second tier for review should be 
external to University College. 

3. University College courses should be subject to program review. 

In respect to our charge to consider a policy on faculty submission of syllabus, attendance 
policy, and grading practices to students, we have decided that no action is necessary, 
since Faculty Handbook item 5.034 addresses attendance, and 5.051 addresses course 
requirements. 

5.034/Student Attendance Obligation 
Students are expected to attend all classes in which they enroll, and faculty 
members are expected to monitor attendance. In cases of excessive 
absences, instructors may·report the student's absence to the dean of the 
student's college, or to the University College Early Alert program. 
Administrative withdrawal for reasons of excessive absences is discussed 
in Section 5.053. 

5.051/Basis of Grades 
All grades are determined by the instructor. The instructor, however, has 
an obligation to announce to the class at the beginning of the semester the 
basis for evaluation of student performance. The right of students to protect 
against improper academic evaluation is set out in Article i, Section 2, of the 
Student Bill of Rights ... Allegation of improper academic evaluation may 
be pursued through an academic appeals process, which ultimately involves 

The Wichita State University. Wichita. Kansas 67208-1595 • (316) 689-3100 



.. 
a hearing before the Court of Academic Appeals Committee ... If a decision of 
the court calls for a change of grade, the Registrar's Office is so advised, 
authorizing an official change. 

The committee finds these policies adequate in defining professional expectations and 
behavior of the faculty. 

4. We recommend the installation of a 350 Workshop number. 
5. We recommend that we take no action to move toward a common course 

numbering policy for Regents' institutions, for fear we would stifle 
creativity in the name of conformity, and create the appearance of false 
comparability which might be deceptive to students. 

6. The committee reaffirms the two-tier curricular review process now in 
place, and finds that the current policy serves the needs of colleges which 
need variety, diversity, and autonomy. 

• 

• , 

• 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Interdepartmental Memorandum 

December 4, 1989 

Academic Affairs Committee 

Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

ATTACHMENT C 

Consideration of Common Course Numbering in Kansas Public 
Institutions 

In the attached memo from Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Joyce Scott, the issue of common course numbering in Kansas public 
institutions was raised in COCAO with a request that this issue be discussed 
on the various campuses. The courses being considered are those numbered at 
the 100 and 200 levels. 

CHARGE: Perform a study of the issue of common course numbering at the 100 
and 200 levels at all Kansas Public institutions. In particular, 
determine and/or discuss: 

1. the desirability and/or negative aspects of this proposal • 

2. the impact the implementatio of this proposal would have at WSU. 

3. the feasibility of implementing this proposal. 

Please report back to the Senate Executive Committee by February 2 with the 
results of your study and any recommendations the Academic Affairs Committee 
has for the Executive Committee as a result ·of this study. The Executive 
Committee will then respond to Dr. Scott's memo by the time requested • 

I 
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DATE: 

TO : 

FROM: 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Interdepartmental Memorandum 

September 26, 1989 

Academic Affairs Committee 

Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

SUBJECT: Desirability of submitting a course syllabus, grading policy and 

attendance policy to students 

In a conversation with the Faculty Senate President, Executive Vice President Scott noted 

that many cases before the Court of Academic Appeals involve confusion about course 

cont~nt, requirements and expectations. She suggests that the Faculty Senate consider a 

policy statement, perhaps for the Faculty Handbook, that would alert faculty members to 

the desirability of clearly and fully informing students of course requirements in all 

courses at the beginning of the semester. 

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee discussed this issue and noted that this subject, 

even though such a policy may reduce the number of student appeals, may touch on faculty 

rights issues, 

CHARGE: The Faculty Senate Executive Commi } tee charges the Senate Academic Affairs 

Committee with the following: 

1, Determine the number of cases coming before the Court of Academic Appeals 

throughout the past academic year. 

2. Determine, if possible, the number of those cases which, in the judgment of the 

Court, would not have come to the Court or would have been reasonably easy to decide if a 

clear statement of course content, requirements and expectations had been issued to the 

student. 

3. Based on these statistics, determine the desirability of a policy alerting the 

faculty to the concern and encouraging fully informing students of course requirements, 

expectations and grading policy. 

4, Determine, if found desirable, such a policy while being fully cognizant of the 

faculty rights issues involved. 

The policy along with the corresponding justification or the rationale for not forwarding 

a policy should be returned to the Executive Committee for review by the end of the fall 

semester, If a policy proposal is forwarded, it will be sent to the Senate Faculty 

Affairs Committee for review relative to faculty rights issues . 
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THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Interdepartaental Meaorandua 

TO: Acadeaic Affairs Committee 

FROM: Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

SUBJECT: Credit Courses in u.c. and Course Approval Procedure 

ATTACHMENT D 

1qg1 
September 26, -i'9'9-8-

Last September, as stated in a memo from the Acadeaic Affairs Committee to Senate 
President Peter Zoller dated March 24, 1989, the Academic Affairs Committee unanimously 
recomaended that a proposed new course UC190 be rejected on the grounds that all credit 
bearing courses should be offered through degree granting colleges. The Committee felt 
that this principle should be extended to apply to several existing courses numbered 100 
or above in University College. 

In Spring, 1989, the Academic Affairs Committee was requested by the Rules Committee 
through the Executive Coamittee to study the existing procedure for new course approval. 
The concern was expressed that no faculty committee at the University level was exercising 
review of new course proposals. Particular concern was expressed regarding duplication 
across Colleges for which student enrollments in each of the two Colleges were inadequate 
to support the duplication or where existing faculty expertise for the new course may be 
questioned. 

While, on the surface, it may appear that these are two separate issues, they both point 
out that, in general, there is little faculty oversight of new courses at the University 
level and that the policies regarding where thes; courses are housed needs to be reviewed. 

CHARGE: The Faculty Senate Executive Committee charges the Senate Academic Affairs 
Committee with the following: 

1. Make a study of existing procedures for new course approval with particular 
emphasis on faculty oversight at the University level to avoid duplication and to insure 
quality. (See attached memo from Associate Vice President Peter Zoller.) 

2. Do a restudy of the "for-credit courses in University College" issues answering 
the following questions raised by the Executive Committee and any other issues known to 
the Academic Affairs Committee from their previous study. 

1) How are credit hours for such courses presently assigned for budgetary purposes? 
2) What is the issue ' concerning these courses, their academic content or the 

fact that they are offered through University College? 
3) Would it be desirable to permit the offering of such courses, provided that 

they went through review of their content and course design by the curriculu• 
committee of an appropriate degree-granting college? 

4) If such a procedure were adopted, would it be appropriate to submit existing 

courses for review under these procedures? 
3. Develop a procedure or policy for new course approval which retains the 

expediency of the present procedure for routine course approval but would offer University 
faculty oversight to insure quality and avoid undesired duplication. 

The resuli of this study and any policies or procedures to be implemented should be 
returned to the Executive Committee for review by February 1, 1990. After review and 

revision as required, any policies will be presented to the Faculty Senate for approval. 
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MOTION TO AMEND POLICY ON SOFTWARE COPYING presented by Senator Izbicki 

Moved that the following ,statement be added to PURPOSE at 1), that is: 
poGBese,1111 iJ/eqQ/ <lopn~.s 

Persons doiRg illegal sopyiFfg of sottware may be subject 
to legal action by the publisher. 

NOTE: This is offered to give all members of the campus community fair 
warning of the legal consequences to individuals of any illegal actions . 

.,. 
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ATTACHMENT E 

POLICY: Software Copying 

INITIATING AUTHORITY: Faculty Senate 

ACCOUNTABILITY: Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs 

IMPLEMENTATION: University Handbook for Faculty, Section Appendix Q 

PURPOSE: To establish guidelines for software copying at The Wichita State 
University. Some related background as provided by EDUCOM relative to 
software copying are: 

1) UNAUTHORIZED copying of software is illegal. 
Copyright law protects software authors and ri 
pub 1 i she rs, just as pate t 1 a protects i nventors. li_y Go YI 5 -de . ~ ~ 

poss S6IJ1'f 1) /R a/ O..Op1e6 0 so VfltJ.,,(~ /Y)(). he suJu ec.,f -lo I {I 

2) UNAUTHORIZ D copying of software by indivi uals can ae+io/J ,bf/.Jn-
harm the entire academic community. If unauthorized pU-bl/sh-i .-e_ 
copying proliferates on a campus, the institution may r ~ 
incur a legal liability. 

3) UNAUTHORIZED copying of software can deprive developers 
of a fair return for their work, increase prices, 
reduce the level of future support and enhancement, and 
inhibit the development of new software products. 

POLICY STATEMENT: The Wichita State Uni ersity endorses the Software 
Copying Policy developed by EDUCOM, a non-profit consortium of over 450 
colleges and universities, as follows: · 

"Respect for intellectual labor and creativity is vital to 
academic discourse and enterprise. This principle applies 
to works of all authors and publishers in all media. It 
encompasses respect for the right to acknowledgment, right 
to privacy, and right to determine the form, manner, and 
terms of publication and distribution. 

Because electronic information is volatile and easily 
reproduced, respect for the work and personal expression of 
others is especially critical in computer environments. 
Violations of authorial integrity, including plagiarism, 
invasion of privacy, unauthorized access, and trade secret 
and copyright violations, may be grounds for sanctions 
against members of the academic community." 



Software Copying 
Page 2 

IMPLEMENTATION: This policy is effective upon approval by the 
president and is applicable to all software utilization and users at 
wsu. 

A. Policy Dissemination 

Budget and budget review officers will receive copies of 
this policy and are responsible for notifying faculty, 
staff and student employees of its provisions. Students 
shall be notified of this policy via placement of the 
policy on department bulletin boards and in the Sunflower. 
This policy shall also be added in its entirety to each 
University Handbook for Faculty as Appendix Q with its 
first revision after approval. (Existing appendices "Q" and 
"R" are to be relabeled as "R" and "S".) 

B. Policy Compliance Assistance 

Faculty, staff and students who are unsure of the 
legality/appropriateness of a particular action may 
consult with the staff of the University Computing and 
Telecommunications Center for advice. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: This policy shall be effective with its publication 
in the Fall 1990 semester. 

Approved: 

Warren B. Armstrong Date 

• 

• 

• 
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ATTACHMENT F 

RESOLUTION ON SOFTWARE 

Whereas: 
1) The Wichita State University has endorsed and adopted the software 

copying policy developed by EDUCOM, designed · to protect the work of authors of 
software used in research, administration, and teaching; and 

Whereas: 
2) the use of various software programs is essential to research, 

administration, and teaching; and 

Whereas: 
3) there is reason to suppose that some programs in use at the University 

are not licensed as provided for in the EDUCOM standards; and 

Whereas: 
4) the faculty of The Wichita State University wish to comply with 

recognized licensing standards; and 

Whereas: 
5) there have been no special budgetary allocations to purchase rights to 

software; and 

Whereas: 
6) departmental and college 0.0.E. budgets are completely inadequate to 

meet this expense; and 

Whereas: 
7) the failure to provide necessary resources will result in the cessation 

of many research programs, as well as some teaching, and administrative 
activities, 

Be it resolved that: 
1) to determine need, departments, colleges, and administrative offices 

should do an assessment of software currently used or immediately required to 
comply with the University software policy (not including new acquisitions 
desired) and report anonymously their findings to the Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee no later than April 15, 1990; 
· 2) in accordance with the needs discovered, the Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee will draft an extraordinary budget request to acquire rights to all 
necessary software in use or required, and submit this request to the 
administration no later than May 1, 1990; 

3) Budget allocations should be made from either state funds or endowment 
funds, as the administration determines, within the next fiscal year; 

4) the administration should develop procedures to insure that the cost of 
necessary software is included in the cost of all new acquisitions of computer 
hardware; 

5) future university budgets should include regular allocations for the 
acquisition of software necessary to research, teaching, and administration; 

6) The EVPAA should report to the Faculty Senate by September 15, 1990, 
indicating how the University will put itself in full compliance with EDUCOM 
standards. 



Mar. 19 

Mar 26 

TENTATIVE SENATE CALENDAR, SPRING 1990 

State of Senate Address 
Report on Regents Meeting 
Invite input from Senate on issues to pursue 

Policy on Software Copying #1 
Resolution on Software #1 
Academic Affairs Interim Report and Recommendations 
Report from Assessment Steering Committee - Randy Ellsworth 
Roger Lowe 

Resolution on Software #2 
Policy on Software Copying #2 
Report from Ad Hoc Committee on Book Store 
Policy on Collegial Relationship #1 
Task Force· on Undergraduate Experience - Interim Report - David 

Farnsworth 

Policy 
Policy 
Report 
Policy 

Policy 
Policy 
Report 

Report 
Report 
Attach 

on Collegial Relationship #2 
on Absence from Campus #1 
from Scholarship & Student Aid 
on Financial Aid #1 

on Absence from Campus #2 
on Financial Aid #2 
from Academic Affairs Committee 

from Faculty Support Committee 
from Faculty Affairs 
Reports From: Exceptions 

Honors 
Library/MRC 

Library Appeals 
Court of Academic Appeals 

Report from Tenure & Promotion Committee 
Report from Rules Committee · 
Attach Reports From: Traffic Policy 

Faculty Committee on Athletics 
Traffic Appeals 

Report on elections and new committee assignments - Rules 
Committee 

New Senate elections 

Other agenda items not yet assigned: 
Joint faculty appointments - Faculty Affairs 
Patent Policy - Faculty Support 
Academic Planning and Budget Committee - Executive Committee 
T & P guidelines - Executive Committee 
Soft money tenure - not yet ·assigned 
Post tenure review - Executive Committee 
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Wichita state University 

FY 1991 Legislative ~get 
Items to Appeal· 

February 7, 1990 

1. Shrinkage and Technical Adjustments 

Shrinkage J 

Governor's Reconunendation of 4% on 
total salaries and wages including 
fringe benefits 

Original calculation Methcx:i of 4% 
on classified salaries and 1.5% on 
unclassified salaries 

Difference 

Teclmical Adjusbnents - Fringe Benefits 

Total 

2. · student Salaries 

$2,191,942 

909,603 

$1,282,339 

50,131 

$1,332,470 

5% Increase $ 59,036 
Additional required for 

minimum wage increase 

Total 

3 • other Operating Expenditures 

w.s.u. request was 4% and the Governor's 
recormnendation was 2%. 

4. utilities for New Buildings 

Institute for Aviation Research 
Child Development Center 

Total 

5. Unclassified Salaries 

w.s.u. request was 5% and the Governor's 
reconunendation was 4% • 

6. Enrollment Adjustment 

139,481 

$ 198,517 

$ 

$ 

44,271 
20,108 

64,379 

w.s.u. request was $1,297,003. '!he Governor's 
reconunendation was 50% of .that amount • 

$1,332,470 

198,517 

171,862 

64,379 

367,339 

650,496 
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W:iphita state University 
FY 1991 Iegislative·. ~dget 

Items to Appeal 
February 7, 1990 

staffing and other Operating Expenditures 
for New Buildings 

Salaries and OOE for a full year's operation 
of the atlld Development Center arrl the remain
ing partial-year funding (3 rronths) of other 
operating expenditures for ·the Institute for 
Aviation Research. 

8. Margin of Excellence - Unclassified Salary 
Parity 

9. Margin of Excellence - Mission Related 
Enhancements 

Total Amount of Items to Appeal 

$1,409,374 

350,600 

$4,603,179 

Other Items Not Included in the Governor's Recommendations 

$ 58,142 

1. Base Reduction to utilities $ 111,181 

2. Additional Restricted Use Unclassified EFT 
W. S. U. requested an -additional 39. 00 EFT for 

a. Increased Research Activity 24.00 
b. Child Development Center 8.00 
c. Barton School of Business 4.00 
d. University Communications 3.00 

Total 39.00 

- 2 -

EFT 
EFT 
EFT 
EFT 

EFT 
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Base Budget Items 

Wichita state University 
Governor's Budget Recanurerrlations 

Items to Ap~i for FY 1990 .... 

1. Technical Adjusbnents 

a. Rema:ining funding for Classified IDngevity 
b. Technical Adjusbnents - Fringe Benefits 

Total 

2. Shrinkage 

3 . utilities 

Total Items to Appeal 

Other Items 

4. Fee Release 

$36,334 
. 66,716 

$103,050 

$ 103,050 

1,152,245 

163,763 

$1,419,058 

$ 94,392 

Shrinkage: The Governor's FY 1990 hldget reconnnendation calls for a 133. 3% 
increase in shrinkage from $864,202 to $2,016,446. At 3.9% of WSU's salary 
budget, this is the highest rate of shrinkage assigned to any Regents' 
institution. To meet the increased. shrinkage for FY 1990, WSU must: cancel 
$296,222 in planned equipment ac:x;iuisitions; reduce hours of student employment 
for spring; postpone hiring in key academic support areas (library, admissions, 
international education, financial aids, media center, technicians) until FY 
1991; defer spring appointments of faculty in biology; and reduce surmner 
pre-session courses and research activities. Postponement of hiring in support 
areas means a reduction in services to students, faculty, and. COlTllTIUI1ity; while 
loss of equipment impacts quality and capability in lx>th instruction and 
research. 

utilities: The Governor's FY 1990 hldget recommendation for utilities reduces 
funding to the level of 2% above FY 1989 actual expenditures or $2,629,127. 
This represents a reduction of $163,763. In reviewing utility expenditures 
through December 1989, Mt". Annin Bran:fuorst, Director of Physical Plant, 
estimates that utility savings for FY 1989 will arrount to only $40,597. 

Fee Release: '!he Governor's FY 1990· 1:udget reconnnendation excludes fee release 
of $94,392. '!his amount is a percP..ntage of supplementa:cy fees generated from 
FY 1990 enrollments that exceed last year's projections. It is targeted to 
provide one-time relief and supplementa:cy support to academic programs impacted 
by suootantial enrollment increases in the current year: equipment repair and 
maintenance, lalx>ratory supplies, equipment replacement, and general OOE 
sup:p::>rt. Increased enrollments of full-time freshmen over the last two years 
have affected general education courses particularly. Core deparbnents 
(English, history, mathematics, philosophy, political science, anthropology,· 
geology, chemistry, languages) shCM growth in excess of 20 percent over the two 
years, thereby affecting support rudgets sul:stantially. 
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Wichita state University 

FY 1991 Budget 
Example of Shrinkage Conµltations 

Unclassified salaries 
Retiremant 
Disability 
FICA 
Health Insurance-Single Premium 
Health Insurance-Deperrlent Coverage 
Workers' Corrpensation 
Unemployrrent Corrpensation 

Total salary & Fringe Benefits 

$40,000 
3,200 

240 
3,060 
2,084 

641 
420 

80 

$49,725 

Shrinkage is currently calculated on the salary portion of our state 
general use 1:udget (state tax arrl tuition dollars) • The calculation is 
factored in to reduce 1::udgets for vacancies arrl turnover which occur 
during each fiscal year. 

Shrinkage calculation 

Methcx:i currently in place 
(1.5% on unclassified salaries arrl 
4% on classified salaries. Fringe 
benefits are not included in the 
calculation. ) 

Governor's Recanurenied Methcx:i 
(Based on actual shrinkage for FY 1989 -
4% on all salary arrl fringe benefit 
experrlitures. ) 

$ (600) 

$(1,989) 

Under the Governor's rec::anuren:iation, shrinkage for Wichita state 
University will be increased by the following amounts in fiscal years 
1990 arrl 1991. 

FY 1990 

FY 1991 

CUrrent Methcx:i 

$864,202 

$909,603 

Governor's 
Reconunendation 

$2,016,447 

$2~191,942 Increase of $1,282,339 
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A SURVEY TO DETERMINE ATTITUDES RELATING TO THE POTENTIAL FOR 

OPEN DISCUSSIONS OF SENATE ISSUES 

To: Voting Members of the Faculty Senate 
From: The Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

Please find enclosed a survey designed to assess the attitudes of faculty 
members regarding the senate's ability to openly discuss and debate issues 
which arise during senate deliberations. Comments directed to members of the 
Executive Committee indicate that some faculty do not feel that adequate 
opportunities and an appropriate forum exist for discussion of business items. 
Our primary purpose in conducting this survey is to determine how widespread 
this opinion is. We also want to assess members' feelings regarding a number 
of possible solutions which might facilitate discussion both on the senate 
floor and among senate members and the Executive Committee. 

We appreciate your candor in completing this survey and will formally present a 
summary of the results to the senate. Individual responses may be anonymously 
returned to the Faculty Senate, Box 111 by~ February. 

Section A: Perceived Effectiveness of Present Senate Discussions 
..... 

For each of the statements below, indicate the strength of your response as : 5 
- strongly agree, 4 - agree·, 3 - ambivalent, 2 - disagree, or 1 - strongly 
disagree. 

---

---

1. I of ten feel that I lack information I need to discuss issues before 
the senate. 

2. I often feel that I lack information I need to prepare for matters 
requiring a vote. 

3. Senate committee reports regarding issues under study are too 
infrequent to prepare me for discussion and voting. 

4. The Executive Committee should provide more information to allow me to 
confidently discuss and vote on issues. 

5. I feel comfortable expressing my opinions at senate meetings given the 
present structure and composition of the faculty senate. 

6. The presence of reporters inhibits my willingness to contribute to 
discussions. 

7. The presence of SGA members inhibits my willingness to contribute to 
discussions. 

8. The presence of administrators inhibits my willingness to contribute to 
discussions • 

9. I would feel freer to vote my conscience if the senate used written 
ballots on controversial issues. 
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Your general comments pertaining to the statements, and your response to the 
statements, presented above: 

Section B: Facilitation of Senate Discussions 

For each of the alternatives presented in statements 1 - 9 below, indicate the 
strength of your response as 5 - strongly recommend, 4 - recommend, 3 -
ambivalent, 2 - do not recommend, or 1 - strongly do not recommend. 

---
---
---

1. The Senate Executive Committee should provide all senate members with 
the agenda of their meetings. 

2. The Senate Executive Committee should provide a summary of activities 
conducted during their -meetings to all senate members. 

3. Senate Executive meetings should be open to any interested faculty 
member, 

or to any interested member of the senate. 

4. All senate committees should provide interim progress reports to the 
senate which indicate their charges and progress and/or debate concerning 
those charges. 

5. The Senate President should conduct a Faculty Senatee orientation 
meeting for new senate members. 

6a. Some type of faculty caucus (es) should be established to allow a 
forum for faculty discussion of issues. 

b. Faculty caucuses within colleges, which would be convened by senators 
from appropriate senate divisions, should be established; conveners would 
periodically report to the Senate Executive Committee or to the senate at 
large. 

7. Some senate meetings should be closed to non-voting members for the 
purpose of open discussion of sensitive issues • 

8. The constitution of the faculty senate should be altered to change 
rules pertaining to attendance of non-voting members. 
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9. The constitution of the faculty senate should be altered to change 
rules pertaining to the senate composition (eg., types of membership on 
the senate, such as voting, non-voting, etc.). 

10. Of those suggestions listed in statements 1 - 9 above, which three 
suggestions would you most strongly recommend? 

11. Of those suggestions listed in statements 1 - 9 above, which three 
suggestions would you be least likely to support? 

Your general comments pertaining to any issues raised in Section B, additional 
suggestions, elaboration on your responses: 
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FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the Meeting of February 12, 1990 ~ DYY- ~c.,+e...d) 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Ackerman, Alexander, Bair, Bajaj, Baldridge, Barrett, Baxter, 
Benson, Brady, Brown, Burk, Campbell, Cavarozzi, Clark, Davis, Davison, Dotzour, 
Dreifort, Duell, Erickson, Graham, Gythiel, Haydon, Horn, Hoyer, Hubbard, 
Huckstadt, Huntley, Izbicki, James, Jones, Kitch, Kruger, Lansing, Mandt, 
Murdock, O'Flaherty, Rogers, St. John, Soles, Sullivan, Sweney, Wempe, Wherritt, 
Williamson, Yeotis 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Armstrong, Brewer, Combs, Germann, Gosman, Gotterbarn, Hartman, 
Jewell, Kelly, Kiralyfalvi, Lambert, Scott, Sutterlin, Van Peer 
GUESTS: Gray, Harmon, Herrin, Kehoe, Konek, Lee, Lowe, Pangburn, Smith, 
Wahlbeck 

I. Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order by President Hoyer at 3:12 p.m. 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

BUDGET REPORT 
Vice President Lowe and Mary Herrin reported on cuts anticipated in the 
current budget, and appeals of cuts the governor has recommended in Fiscal 
Year 1991. 

Mary Herrin explained "shrinkage," a budgetary allowance for unfilled 
salaries. Shrinkage is calculated at 4% for classified salaries, and 1.5% 
for unclassified salaries (excluding fringe benefits). The Governor for 
unclassified salaries (excluding fringe benefits). The Governor proposes 
to eliminate the differences and calculate all shrinkage at 4%. By the 
current formula, shrinkage amounts to an average of $600 per faculty 
position that must be returned to the state from budgeted funds. On the 
new formula proposed, the amount would average nearly $2000 per position. 
For the current year, this means an increase in shrinkage of $1.15 million. 
For FY 1991, an increase of $1.28 million. 

Various cuts the Governor has requested from the current budget are being 
appealed, including the increas~ in shrinkage, various technical items, 
utilities costs, and denial of an expected fee release. "'T hese appeal~ 
totEM =$1. 4 mi 11 i on. 

For FY 1991, the following proposed cuts are being appealed: shrinkage, 
student salaries, 0.0.E., utilities for new buildings, reduction of faculty 
salary increase from 5% to 4%, the governor's plan to begin phasing out 
enrollment adjustmenti under existing formulas, physical plant expenses 
related to new buildings, and the Margin of Excellence. The Board of 
Regents takes the view that funding the Margin makes no sense if the other 
cuts are made . 



Vice President Scott explained that unallocated faculty salaries not 
required to meet shrinkage are used for capital equipment purchases, 
doctoral student support, and other one-time expense. 

ASSESSMENT REPORT 
Professor Ellsworth, chair of the University Steering Committee on 
Assessment reported on the assessment plan. Generally, departmental goals 
and objectives statements are in, and have been approved. Updates have 
been sent to the Regents. Work is also progressing on assessing basic 
skills courses and general education. 

Senator Dreifort suggested that departments are not being kept informed as 
to the status of their plans, and further urged that in view of current 
budget difficulties, pilot programs should . not be funded. Professor 
Ellsworth responded that he did not think it wise to hold off activities 
for departments and programs facing Regents program review, who may have to 
answer for their effort at assessment. Associate Vice President McDougall 
noted that we are under mandate to do assessment. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND IMPROVING SENATE FUNCTIONING 

• 

The Executive Committee has taken a number of steps responding to 
criticisms and suggestions made at the January 22nd meeting. A tentative 
agenda for the semester has been distributed with the current meeting 
agenda; summaries of Executive Committee activity will be circulated; 
various steps will be taken to provide senators more information; a trial 
"caucus" will be held to determine if such sessions could improve Senate 
operation; a survey is being distributed seeking the views of senators on a • 
number of -specific points. 

A special Senate caucus of voting members will be held March 5th to discuss 
post-tenure review. 

Senator Clark reported his surprise at the number of policies passed by the 
Senate that have been returned by the President and urged that the Senate 
be kept better informed on the disposition of items. Senator Dreifort 
urged that post-tenure review be called performance review, which is what 
it is, and which doesn't carry the same implications that tenure is somehow 
up .for grabs. Senator Ackerman s~ggested that annual salary reviews are 
probably quite sufficient performance reviews. 

Senator Campbell requested discussi~n of a related matter; the new policy 
in some colleges of making grade distribution in classes an issue in annual 
faculty reviews. President Hoyer indicated that this would be included on 
the caucus agenda. 

Senator Bair asked if the caucus would be open to all. President Hoyer 
responded that it would be open to all faculty members. Senator Clark 
noted rumors about faculty attrition. President Hoyer reported that the 
matter is on the Executive Committee's agenda. Vice President Scott stated 
that information on this is collected annually and reported to the Regents, 
and offered that data for study. 
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III. Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting of January 22, 1990 were approved. 

V. New Business 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Associate Dean Konek, chair of the Academic Affairs Committee presented 
various recommendations. The first of the printed recommendations has been 
withdrawn after a meeting with Vice President Rhatigan. There will be 
further study of the issue of offering courses for credit in University 
College. 

Notice of grading standards: 

The committee believes that existing Faculty Handbook requirements for 
notifying students of course expectations and grading standards are 
adequate, if followed, and recommends no changes. 

Senator Wherritt reported that the Court of Academic Appeals has in several 
cases found that oral or blackboard notice of grading policies in a course 
is not adequate. Senator Brown asked if the committee knew how many cases 
fit this profile. The committee has no general information, but believes 
the number to be small. Vice President Scott asked if the committee had 
examined legal case law on failure to present course requirements. It had 
not. Senator Dreifort noted that the Handbook provision for monitoring 
attendance is often completely impractical in large classes. Dean Konek 
reported the committee's view respecting the faculty's prerogative to 
design methods of grading appropriate to the level and subject matter of a 
cours~, and its unwillingness to so standardize procedures that, in effect, 
a standard syllabus format would be required. 

University-level curriculum review 

The committee does not support a third level of regular curriculum review 
at the university level. Departments and colleges can adequately review 
curriculum proposals. 

Senator Brown asked how then this approach deals with interdisciplinary 
courses and programs. Is ad hoc consultation adequate? Senator Rogers 
asked if we don't have a problem with course duplication. The committee 
thinks not. Colleges may appeal cases to the committee if necessary. Vice 
President McDougall noted that nothing in the system as operating assures • 
any consultation outside a college. Proposals go from department to 
college to the Academic Affairs office, and this administrative office must 
decide whether or not a potential conflict exists, and whether to recommend 
an appeal of college action. 

Senator Williamson noted that in practice, publication deadlines for the 
schedule of courses and the Catalog often preclude consultations. Senator 
Alexander ·noted that, of course, most course proposals raise no question at 
all. The issue is how to decide which are the exceptions, and then deal 
with them appropriately. Now, it is a judgment call either by the chair of 
the college curriculum committee or the Academic Affairs office. Senator 
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Kruger, a member of the committee, reported that consultation with college 
curriculum committee chairs found no need for changing existing practice. 

Vice President Scott stated that cross-college consultation appears to be 
perfunctory, and duplication of course contents "massive"--for example in 
the general area of statistics. The curriculum may not be as well managed 
as we suppose. At least a standard approval form, providing for 
appropriate consultations to be reported among other things would be an 
improvement. Senator Williamson urged that whatever the final disposition 
of the matter, faculty responsibility for the curriculum should not be by
passed. 

President Hoyer requested a motion to accept the committee' report. This 
motion was seconded and approved. 

Senator Dreifort argued that it made little sense to "accept" but not act 
on recommendations, and moved the committee's recommendations 2 through 6. 
The motion was seconded. President Hoyer ruled in response to an inquiry 
that the matter did not require a second reading. 

Senator Rogers indicated that he was not prepared to act on recommendation 
5 without further information and discussion. Senator Mandt agreed with 
this concern, and moved to divide the motion. Rogers seconded. 

Senator Brown asked if the committee could not prepare a series of 

• 

separate motions, in standard format, for consideration by the Senate, and • 
formed this suggestion into a substitute motion. Senator- Rogers, citing 
the. various concerns, moved to postpone consideration of the motions before 
the Senate until the next meeting; his motion was seconded. The motion to 
postpone was adopted. 

SOFTWARE POLICY · 
Senator Alexander, for the Executive Committee, presented a revised policy 
statement on the copying of licensed computer software, and an accompanyi~g 
resolution outlining steps that would put the University in full compliance 
with this policy. 

Senator Alexander pointed out the importance of computers in all phases of 
faculty work, the complexity and cost of software, the inadequacy of budget 
allocations to meet the needs for software, the technological ease of 
copying licensed software, and the widespread use at WSU and throughout the 
higher education community of unlicensed, and hence illegal, software. The 
po 1 f cy statement and reso 1 ut ion are· intended first, to take forma 1 notice 
of the law relating to the protection of copyrighted software, and to 
increase awareness of it, and second, to begin campus discussion of how to 
come into full compliance with these ·standards. He suggested that it would 
be naive simply to urge immediate erasure of unlicensed software, since 
this would bring many university activities to a halt. Rather, we should 
immediately gather information on the real extent of the problem, search 
for the necessary resources, and make the need for them clear, and 
establish procedures for staying fully in compliance in the future. Experts 
suggest that about one-half of the real cost of acquiring new computing 
equipment involves software. 
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• President Hoyer noted that the policy statement is the same passed last 
year, with the addition of the EDUCOM statement summarizing legal 
penalties to which violators of copyright laws are liable, which the Senate 
had removed from the draft policy last year. The administration was 
unwilling to leave this unstated. 

Senator Ackerman questioned whether anything like the -information gathering 
proposed in the resolution didn't amount to forming a noose in which we 
will hang ourselves, by, in effect, confessing violations of law. Senator 
Alexander replied that certainly passage of the policy and/or the 
resolution would not in any way absolve faculty from liability. 
Nonetheless, in some respects the more immediate problem is the lack of 
understanding of what is at stake in current practices. NASA audits in 
various government laboratories have led to large fines being levied. It 
is only a matter of time until all research institutions face such audits. 
Senator Ackerman responded with the advice that we must, then, erase all 
unlicensed software, and accept the consequences of doing so. 

Senator Clark suggested that if the university does not act affirmatively, 
it too could incur liability. Senator Soles appreciated the value of an 
in-house audit, such as proposed, but wondered about what would become of 
the information. There is no guarantee it would remain in-house. Senator 
Izbicki warned that ignorance of the law is no excuse--we must warn faculty 
of th~ir liability. 

• Vice President Scott noted that this issue had been submitted to the 
Faculty Support Committee in June 1988--18 months ago. She expressed the 
hope that a policy would be adopted that protects the institution. 
Associate Vice President McDougall suggest that we (1) make faculty aware 
of the law (2) discuss needs at the department level, and as needed, 
forward request for funds in the normal way (3) erase all unlicensed 
software (4) make use of public domain software in the interim until 
licenses for desired materials can be secured. 

• 

The matter will be presented for second reading at the next Senate meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:58 p.m. 

Submitted by A. J. Mandt, Secretary 
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