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AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Room 126 CH 3:30 p.m. 

Meeting Notice: Monday, April 9, 1990 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

a. Report by the Caucus Voice 

b. Report on meetings held or arranged between President 
Armstrong and College or Senate Division Faculty 

III. Approval of Minutes 

IV. Old Business 

1. 

2. 

3. 

V. New 

1 • 

2. 

Receive Report from Library/MRC Committee -
P~illip Parker, Chair (Attachment A - pink) 

Scholarship Policy - Diane Quantic (Attachment B -
goldenrod) 

Academic Affairs Committee Report - Carol Konek, Chair 
(Attachment C) 

Business 

Receive reports from: 

Court of Academic Appeals - Wayne Dunning, Chair 
(Attachment D - green) 

Exception Committee - Stephen Brady, Chair 
(Attachment E - green) 

Honors Committee - Walter Horn, Chair 
(Attachment F - green) 

Report of Faculty support Committee - Thomas Izbicki, Chair 
(Attachment G - yellow) 

Action required 

Any agenda items not accomplished due to time constraints will be on April 16 agenda. 
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ATrACHMENT A 

SENATE LIBRARY AND MRC COMMITTEE · 
1989-1990 Report 

Number of meetings: 6 

Committee members 

Charles F. Ad:ims 
Donald G. Christensen* 
Robert V. Glasmann* 
Mark M. Jong 
Bela Kiralyfalvi** 
Kathleen O'Flaherty 
Virgil L. Pangburn 
Phillip E. Parker (chair) 
Maurice J. Penner** 

* New members Fall 1989 
** T-erm ended Spring 1989 

Activities to date: 

Area 
I 

Personnel Services 
Business 
Fine Arts 
Electrical Engineering 
Performing Arts · 
Sociology 
Student Government 
M~thematics & Statistics 
Health Admin. & Education 

Heard a report on the -periodical use study 

Attendance 

3 
2 
3 
.6 
1 
2 
4 
6 
0 

Reviewed the Library policy on gifts of personal subscriptions 

Continued discussions on Interlibrary Loan Policy and charges 

Solicited comments from departments regarding · policies on 
paying for interlibrary loan charges and discussed the responses 

Reviewed the 1988-89 annual report of the Library 

Reviewed the FY91 budget of the Library 

Heard a report on the MRC electronic classroom and ITFS 

Heard a report on the state of the MRC film and video 
collection 

Activities planned: 

Meet with the team of consultants evalu~ting library needs in 
support of the doctoral programs. 

Review the policy on withdrawals. 

Continue discussions on In~erlibrary Loan Policy and charge s. 

Continue monitoring I TFS. 
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The Wichita state University 

SENATE LIBRARY AND MRC COMMITTEE 

supplement to the 1989-1990 Report 

REPORT ON PERIODICAL USE STUDY 

~ 

Downes explained that the purpose of the study was to identify 
journals that receive little or no use. Because some users 
reshelve their materials, the study is not 100% accurate. It does, 
however, yield valuable information about the r.elative importance 
of various journals. 

Hubbard stated that of 2,777 price journals, 441 received only 
one or two uses. Of those, 353 were reviewed with the faculty for 
continued appropriateness, and 193 were finally canceled at the end 
of the process. Five percent of the money saved was set aside for 
new subscriptions, and 97 new titles were added. Additional 
subscriptions were also purchased from Board of Trustees funds and 
the canceling of Beilstein. 

INTERLIBRARY LOAN ISSUES 

Some libraries have begun to charge for interlibrary loan 
services--first at prfvate universities and now even at a few 
public universities. Because such charges drive up the cost of 
interlibrary borrowing or result in time-consuming searches for 
free access, they often inhibit access to research material. The 
impact on WSU was dramatic recently, when Linda Hall Library 
started charging for interlibrary loans. In the past, WSU has 
borrowed heavily from that library--nearly six hundred items in 
1988. This problem is made worse by cutbacks in journal 
subscriptions that many research libraries have had to make. Ablah 
Library attempts to find a lender that does not charge, it cannot 
always do so. Increasing ·amounts of materials are available only . 
from commercial suppliers, which typically charge from $10 to $25 
per article. 

These developments raise a fundamental policy issue. Who 
should pay for the cost of obtaining materials for which there is 
a charge? Currently, the cost is borne by the borrower. Parker 
and Schad surveyed departments last spring to learn what is 
happening on campus. There is no consistency; practice varies 
considerably. 

The committee also heard about alternative sources. Xeroxing 
an original and mailing or faxing it is one way to get material. 
Information on Demand and UMI operate in this mode. Typically, a 
ten page article costs about twenty dollars and will take 3-5 days 
to deliver. Additionally, these firms have extensive networks for 
locating hard-to-find material. The Library uses them for this 
purpose. 



From the perspective of traditional interlibrary loan service, 
these firms are useful only for materials that cannot be located • 
through OCLC. They could replace regular ILL service, but are much 
more expensive. 

The second method of access is full-text databases. BRS and 
Dialog offer such service. They are restricted, however, largely 
to fields that are in high demand by business and industry. Hence, 
they tend to be less useful for our purposes for two reasons: a 
high percentage of the titles are heavily used periodicals that we 
already own and most of the articles are not research papers. 

There are a few exceptions. STN, which is owned by Chemical 
Abstracts, provides online access to approximately forty journals 
published by The American Chemical Society, The Royal Society of 
Chemistry, Verlagsgesellschaft and John Wiley. 

Two examples of articles were distributed for review. One 
resulted from a search on the Boeing strike. It was a one page 
article in Aviation Week, down-loaded at a cost of $7. 28. A second 
search was conducted in computer ASAP, and it located a five page 
article, "Computer Accessibility for Federal Workers with 
Disability: It's the Law," in a journal that is not available at 
WSU, Social Aspects of Computing, at a cost of $36.36. 

Online access is a convenience, but a fairly expensive one at 
about $6.50 per page. It does not provide these critical kinds of • 
material: 

1. Articles in ·rields where there is not substantial 
interest by business and industry. 

2. Material in hard-to-locate journals. 

For now, it appears that a charge of $10 to $15 per request, 
typical for an ILL charge from a library like Linda Hall, is 
cheaper then commercial suppliers. 

JOURNAL COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT POLICY 

Hubbard reviewed a draft ·policy for selecting and reviewing 
journal selections with the Committee. Matters of concern relating 
to journal subscription were discussed, and several changes were 
suggested. These and other revisions will be made, and the policy 
will be utilized this Spring. 

REPORT ON MRC ELECTRONIC CLASSROOM & ITFS 

The temporary electronic ciassroom being constructed in Studio 
A of the MRC will be operational in January, 1990. One course will 
be offered in the Spring Session, Management 860, with Gerald 
Graham as instructor. The temporary facility is designed to 
resemble a typical lecture-style classroom, to make the students 
feel at ease. There will be desks for 40 students, two to a desk. 
The media equipment necessary to produce the classes will include: 1

• 

3 cameras, 2 monitors, a graphics pad for the instructor, 4 
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monitors for the students ( so they can see the instructor's 
graphics) and a push-to-talk microphone at each student station so 
that they.can be heard by the students viewing the class at the 
off-campus classrooms. A student operator will operate the cameras 
from the Studio control room. Some of the local industries who 
will participate are Boeing, St. Joseph and St. Francis Hospitals. 
EVP Scott has been a strong supporter of distance education at WSU. 
The process for selecting future faculty and courses, and the 
possibilities that this facility offers are under discussion with 
EVP Scott, Continuing Education and the Deans. 

The license for 4 ITFS Channels was granted to WSU. . Our 
coverage will be extended out from Wichita in a 30 mile area. In 
the future, the MRC hopes to extend to a 13 county area. An 
agreement with Multimedia Cablevision will provide the transmission 
tower, and half of the cost of the transmitters. Fiber-optics 
lines are also being put in from the campus to the tower and to 
Multimedia. The University's share of the project will be funded 
through city and county mill-levy funds. The !TFS channels will be 
used in our transmissions to corporate sites and will also extend 
Channel 13's coverage so that more students will be able to access 
our telecourses. 

MRC FILM/VIDEO COLLECTION 

Prior to 1986, film/video acquisitions were the responsibility 
of the Library, but there was no specific line item in the budget • 
The collection was built in response to faculty requests; therefore 
there are some areas that are well developed and others that are 
not. Since the MRC took over the acquisition of films .and video in 
1986, it has been treated in much the same way, and there is still 
no specific funding available. Acquisition for this collection has 
consequently been a low priority in comparison with all of the 
building and electronic equipment needed. One year, it was 
allocated $3,000 which was quickly spent, mostly in replacement of 
old films. At present, the holdings include 984 titles. Of these 
234 are _16 mm films, and 750 are videocassettes. About 1/3 of the 
videos are MRC produced, many of the remaining 500 video cassettes 
are outdated. In the past year we provided equipment for 
approximately 3000 video playbacks in classrooms. Of these the 
instructors provided their own tapes 85-90% of the time; the MRC 
provided tapes for 300 of these showings. In the area of films; 
there were 800 showings with the MRC providing the film for 40%. 
The instructors provided films for 200, and the MRC rented the 
other 300 either from the public Library, or other university 
collections. A position paper has been presented to Dr. Scott 
describing the situation and asking for guidance in this area. Is 
there still a need for this service, and where is the funding to 
come from so that it can be updated and maintained? The MRC staff 
still believes in the importance of a centralized collection, but 
there must be funding available to build a noteworthy collection • 
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ATTACHME~T B. 

Subject: P F1:-n&uc~!'-1 ·~ids ---Polic;y for The 'Wichita State University 

Initiatlng Authority: Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs 

AccoUD.tability: Director of Student Financial Planning and . Assistance 
and Academic Deans 

Purpose: To establish· an undergraduate Financial Aids policy related to the 
basic - iid awatd, packagini, scholarship coordination, timing and 
coordination of University awards. ~ 

I. Policy Statement: 

It is the policy of The Wichita State University to provide financial aid 
in accordance with the following principles. 

A. Access - WSU will try to insure that aid is not a barrier to 
enrollment. Students interested in attending Wichita State will 
have financial access to the Univetsity if they are admissible and 
qualify for existing Financial Aids programs. 

B. Quality - Scholarship and institutional Financial Aids programs will 
be targeted to attract and retain high quality students. 

C. Timing - Because early Financial Aids awards influence student 
admission decisions and give The Wichita State University a 
recruiting advantage, financial aids will be awarded as early as 
possible • 

D. Coordination - Offers of financial aids will be made by the Director 
of Student Financial Planning and Assistance and will reflect the 
recommendations of the department or college awarding a scholarship. 
Rejection of a financial aids offer by a student will result in an 
immediate award to the next qualified student. 

E. Recruitment - A primary focus of the Financial Aids program will be 
recruitment of new students. 

F . . Retention - Financial Aids programs that do not focus on recruitment 
will focus on the retention of currently enrolled students with 
a considerable interest in fostering strong academic performance and 
encouraging degree completion. 

II. Types of Financial Aid 

A. Financial Aids awards can be: 

1. no need or merit basec; 
2. need based; or 
3. a combination of no need and need-based financial assistance. 

·$,> 

B. Initial financial aids awards ~ill be structured to provide 
potential students with the larg.es t possible amount of aid for which · 
they qualify. Each aid award will be tailored to the needs of the 
student and will combine aid from all ca te.gories of aid for wh:.ch 
the student is eligible. 

l . 
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Normally, the total amount of the financial ·aids package will . be~ 
sustained during the ~tudent's enrollment as stipulated in the 
coriditio~s of the award. Under extraordinary circumstances 
rec~pients .of no-need scholarships of $1,000 or more may be eligible 
for addit1onal scholarship aid beyond the level of the initial total 
aid package. Need based aid may vary according to annual need 
determinations. 

III. Responsibilities for Awarding Financial Aid: 

A. The Stcdent Financial Planning and Assistance Office shall: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

notify financial aids recipients of the amount, type, duration 
and conditions of the financial aids they will receive while 
attending The Wichita State University; 

establish target aid packages that relate to enrollment goals 
for the University and specific colleges. This aid goal will 
include: type of aid, source of aid, and yield data on 
projected enrollment by identified category by college; 

insure that each department or college scholarship recipient 
has the opportunity to apply and receive aid from every 
fi:1ancial aids program available to him/her; 

establish procedures for immediate notification. 
acceptance/denial and reaward of scholarship aid within eac 
academic college. The tracking and reaward system will 
maximize the recruitment a~d retention potential for available 
aid; and 

5. inform University Communications when scholarships are accepted 
for hometown news and media releases. 

B. Each academic dean or other administrator in charge of a scholarship 
shall: 

1. annually identify scholarship dollars available for recruitment 
and retention; 

2. notify the Director of Student 
Assistance of the total amount 
recruitment or retention category; 

Financial Planning 
of scholarships for 

and 
each 

3. coordinate the college, department or unit scholarship process 
to insure early awards; 

4. 

s. 

establish a priority system of potential scholarship recipients 
so that award and reaward of scholarships will effectively 
~tilize scholarship dollars; and 

forward scholarship recommendations to the Director of Stude~ 
Financial Planning and Assistance as soon as a potential 
recipient is identified, ane no later than March 15. 
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IV. Impleme~ ta t 'ion 

v. 

A. Annually, ·in July, the Director of Student Financial Planning and 
Assistance · will notify the academic deans . and other University 
offices of the minimum amount of endowed scholarship monies 
available for the next recruitment year. These scholarship monies 
will be divided into three categories. These categories are (1) 
recruitment, (2) retention, and (3) other. 

B. No later than September 15, each academic dean will provide, to the 
Director of Student Financial Planning and Assistance, a written 
verification of total scholarship assistance available for his/her 
college for the upcoming fiscal year. 

c . 

1. The verification will identify all endowment scholarship monies 
as well as college and departmental discretionary supplemental 
funding that will be available for recruitment and retention. 

2. The Dean will identify both total dollars available as well as 
the amount available for each of the three categories of 
recruitment, retention, and other activities for the academic 
college. 

In order to maximize the University's marketing position with each 
potential student, scholarships will be awarded · on a rolling basis. 

1. During the recruitment cycle, admissions counselors will 
transmit to each college or department, the names and academic 
profiles of targeted students. As soon as college scholarship 
recommendations are finalized, the Director of Student 
Financial Planning and Assistance will officially notify the 
recipient • . 

2. The Director of Student Financial Planning and Assistance will 
evaluate students' , qualifications for all other appropriate 
financial aids. A total financial aids package will be 
developed.~~ all students no later than April 15. 

3. Nationally, colleges and universities notify applicants of 
admissions and financial aids decisions on or about April 15. 
In order for WSU to compete within this environment, college 
scholarship recommendations should be forwarded to the Director 
of Student Financial Planning and Assistance by March 15 so 
that merit based aid can be supplemented by other aid options 
to construct the most competitive recruitment and retention 
package possible. 

Effective Dat·e 

This policY. is effective as of the date of approval by the President • 

Approved: 

Warren B. Armstrong, President Date 

r 
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March 29, 1990 

TO: Senate Executive Conmittee 

FRCM: carol Wolfe Konek, Chair, Academic Affairs Conmittee 

SUBJECT: Conmittee Report on the Syllabus Issue 

It has been suggested that many cases before the Court of Academic Appeals 
involve confusion about course content, requirements and expectations. It is 
further suggested that the Faculty Senate should consider a policy statement 
which 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. 'lbe Faculty Senate Executive Committee, acting on these sug
gestions, charged the Senate Academic Affairs Committee with answering the 
following questions. The response of the Committee is stated after each 
question. 

1. Determine the number of cases coming before the Court of Academic Appeals 
throughout the ~ academic year. 

'Ihe records of the Vice President of Student Affairs were searched to 
identify all academic appeals cases filed during the academic year of 
1988-89. Five appeals were filed. Two appeals were not pressed. Three 
appeals were ultimately heard and decided by the Court. One decision was 
in favor of the appealing student. 

2. Determine, if possible, the number of cases which, in the judgment of the 
Court, would not have come to the Court~ would have been reasonably~ to 
decide if~ clear statement of course content, requirements and expectations 
had been issued to the student. · -- --- ---- -- --

Case il: Involved a 5-point paper and an explicit plagiarism warning by 
the instructor. Student's paper included a long quotation without credit. 
Student appealing from class dismissal and F grade for the course. Pla
giarized article submitted by instructor. Student declined to press the 
appeal. 

Case f2: Contest of C grade in a creative writing course. Student 
many of instructor's criticisms and suggestions to be invalid or 
incorrect, and the grade was "unfair." Court refused to substitute 
subjective judgment for the subjective judgment of the instructor. 
denied by a vote of 5-0. 

found 

its 
Appeal 

Case #3: Student complained that the grade received in an independent 
studycourse (the only student enrolled) should have been at least a "B" 
(rather than a "C"). Student complained that there ~ ~ syllabus. 
Grading was primarily based on written products. Student refused to have 
products reviewed by a panel of three faculty members. Appeal dropped. 

Case #4: Student complained that a "B" received in English 102 was an 
unfairgrade. Student apparently had "A" grades on papers prior to the 
final (the exit exam). Student received the second lowest grade on the 
exit exam (a "C"). Student complained that the instructor had not empha
sized the importance of the exit exam and there was no breakdown as to its 
weight in the syllabus. Student pointed to the instructor's syllabus for 
the next semester which gave a 20% weight to the exit exam. 'lbe Court 
denied the appeal by a 3-0 vote with one abstention. 'lbe Court noted that 



the student's "breach of contract" argument was hard to assess because the 
syllabus was vague as to the methodology of arriving at a grade. The 
Court expressed its encouragement of classroom and grading p:>licies that • 
are clear and easily understood. 

Case #5: Instructor dropped nursing student's grade from a "C" to a "D" 
because of alleged dishonesty in giving "illness" and other untrue expla
nations as the reason for missing a clinical assignment. From the in
structor's viewp:>int the grade sanction was appropriate to enforce the 
student's obligations of academic honesty and professional responsibility. 
The chairperson recommended restoration of the "C" grade because of lack 
of clear understanding that this action was authorized. The Court agreed 
that the student was not truthful, was "smokescreening," but voted to 
change the grade from "D" to "C" by a vote of 4-0 with one abstention. 

3. Based ~ these statistics, determine the desirability of ~ policy alerting 
the faculty to the concern and encouraging fully informing students of course 
requirements, expectations and grading policy. 

Based on a review of cases filed in 1988-89, the Committee believes that 
it is an overstatement to suggest that a problem exists which warrants the 
development of a "syllabus" policy which goes beyond present statements in 
the Faculty Handbook. Approximately 48,000 grades are assigned each 
semester. Considering the number and variety of courses, the number of 
individual faculty members involved, and the inherent subjectivity of much 
grading, it is surprising that there are so few academic appeal cases. 

Only two of the five cases reviewed involved a syllabus aspect. case 13 
involved a contention that there should have been a syllabus covering the 
student's independent study project. The Committee believes that there 
are many circumstances, including those in Case 13, in which informality 
is the norm, and instructor-student understandings are appropriately 
handled without formal statements of these understandings. case #4 
involved a single-page syllabus which included reference to the grading 
elements, but did not indicate the weight to be given to the particular 
elements. While the Committee agrees with the present statement in the 
Faculty Handbook that the instructor "has an obligation to announce to the 
class at the beginning of the semester the basis for evaluation of student 
performance, 11 the Committee also believes ·that it would be counter
productive to mandate a syllabus .in every course, or to require that there 
be "clear" statements of course content, requirements, manner in which 
grades will be determined, etc. Such rules, the Committee believes, would 
inject new issues and openly invite legalistic challenges through the 
academic appeals process. 

4. Determine, if found desirable, whether such~ policy is fully cognizant of 
the faculty rights issues involved. 

Rather that looking at the p:>licy issue as either a matter of "student 
rights" or "faculty rights," the Committee prefers the encouragement of 
professionalism on the part of the faculty over the imposition of rules. 
The Comnittee's position does not raise faculty rights issues. 

Committee Recommendation: That the Faculty Senate take no action on the 
suggestion that a p:>licy statement be adopted regarding course syllabi. 

• 
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The 

Wichita 
State University 

Department of Administration of Justice 

DATE: March 21, 1990 

TO: WSU Faculty Senate 

ATTACHMENT D 

FROM: Wayne Dunning, Chair, Court of Student Academic Appeals 

SUBJECT: Annual Report 

A. Date and names of authors: 

March 21, 1990. Author: Wayne W. Dunning 

B. Names of committee members: 

Faculty members (and terms as of Fall, 1989): 

3 year term: Rebecca Schreiner 
3 year term: Bert Smith (alternate) 
2 year term: · Ron Chambers 
2 year term: Judy Johnson (alternate) 
1 year term: Wayne Dunning 
1 year term: Ambrose Vaughn (alternate) 

Student members: 

Christie Lohkamp 
Larry Easley (graduate alternate) 
Nick Zaid (alternate) 
Judy Buchkoski (alternate) 

C. Number of committee meetings: 

Five since the last report, in March 1989. Several 
more are planned for later this Spring, the results of which 
will be included in the next Annual Report. 

At the preceding meetings, four cases were heard and 
decided. The cases heard are briefly summarized below. 
(Complete reports with rationale for the decisions were sent 
to all parties concerned.) 

Case #1 The 
student's position was that the attendance policy of the 
instructor was unfair, and that makeup work should be allowed 
because of the student's illness. The judgment of the Court 

The Wichita State University. Wichita . Kansas 67208-1595 • (316) 689-3710 
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was that the policy was indeed strict, but had been properly 
explained in a detailed syllabus, and that the student had 
not made a reasonable effort to explain his absences or 
otherwise communicate his concerns. Accordingly, the grade 
was allowed to stand. 

Case #2 A 
visiting professor had conducted a graduate level course 

· -, and the student was not satisfied with his 
grade. The protessor was not available for comment. The 
Court did not feel that it was qualified to regrade the 
student's work, and there was no significant evidence 
presented to indicate that the work was of quality higher 
than the professor's assessment. Accordingly, by a 5-0 vote, 
the grade of C was allowed to stand. 

Case #3 The 

• 

student's primary contention was that the grading policy for 
the course had not been made sufficiently clear, that it was 
not sufficiently objective, and that the particular 
combination of (letter) grades received throughout the 
semester should have resulted in a higher final grade. The 
Court agreed that the course syllabus was indeed not a model 
of clarity, but noted that the instructor had already made 
substantial improvements by the following semester. The • 
Court also agreed that the grading procedure involved 
considerable subjectiYity, but, given the nature of the 
course, we saw no feasible way to employ significantly 
greater objectivity. Depending upon how one interprets 
letter grades and their combination to arrive at a final 
course grade, one could easily arrive at either the 
instructor's result or the student's. There was no 
indication of any unlawful or improper discrimination, but 
merely a difference in judgment about the grade value of the 
student's work. Accordingly, and as is usual in such a case, 
the Court deferred to the instructor's judgment and the grade 
was allowed to stand. 

Case #4 It 
involved poor communication on the student's part, a possible 
conflict between personal and professional behavior, and (in 
the Court's opinion) an over-reaction by the faculty member 
to the student's personal problems and the use of a lowered 
grade as a penalty. The decision in this case especially was 
based on the totality of the circumstances, and the Court's 
decision was in the student's favor. 

For the Court, 

Ylar)f.~ 
Wayne W. Dunning 

• 
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To: 
From: 
Date: 

ATTACHMENT E 

University Exceptions Committee 

Annual Report to the Faculty Senate 

Faculty Senate ~{> 
Stephen W. Brady, Coftlmittee Chair 
March 21, 1990 

This year the committee has continued to hold meetings every two weeks to 
consider the admission (readmission) and exception requests from 
1D1dergraduate students. As of this dat.e., we have considered over 900 such 
requests since August 14, 1990. A summary of the committee's actions (to 
March 1., 1990) accompanies this reporl This year., the committee 
secretary., Ms. Katie Pott has been sending to the Senate Office similar 
reports of the cases considered after each of our meetings. As can be seen 
from the smnmary., most decisions made by the various college exceptions 
committees are upheld by the university committee. We have continued 
the est.ablished practice of providing each committee member and college 
representative a summary of each case during the meeting. Cases are 
then considered one by one. Full consideration is given every case that 
has been denied by a college committee. We also give full consideration of 
any case approved by the college committee that a committee member or 
college representative feels should be examined. In general., our 
committee has found that the college committees give a thorough and 
careful treatment of the cases presented to them and that the college 
representatives do an excellent job of providing to our committee a fair 
representation for all requests. The university committee has bied to be 
consistent in our findings in order to set clear standards and guidelines 
that the college committees and college represerit.atives can use to help 
student in preparing their requests. Overall, we believe the system works 
well. 

The committee (besides being overworked-which comes with the territory) 
has instituted a policy of inviting alternat.es to the meetings whenever they 
can come in order to help ~em develop the necessary experience for 
dealing with the types of requests we consider. This has worked out well. 
The committee meets throughout the holidays and summer which poses a 
problem for the committee members who are not on contract for the 
summer. So far, we have had enough representation due to the committee 
members being dedicated enou.dt to come to meetings even in the smnmer 
when they are not teaching. We also are allowed to use former Exception 
Committee chairs if needed to make a quorum. So far, this has not been 
necessary. What else can be done about the summer problem., I don't 
know. Suggestions would be appreciated. 

In February the committee sent the Rules committee a report on their 
requested review of our committee structure. Our committee thoroughly 
reviewed our charge, what we do and how we do it, our structure, etc .. 

,. 



Some minor changes were reoommended. The Rules Committee is 
currently reviewing our report. 

The chair wishes to thank the oommittee members and alternates for a 
hard and time-consmning job well done! The Faculty Senate should also 
be a ware of the excellent work of Ms. Katie Poll Without a person working 
on preparing these cases ahead of time and dealing with the resolution of 
the cases afterward, the committee could not ftmction. Katie is invaluable! 
I am happy t.o announce that after many years of effort by oommitt.ee 
chairs, ad hoc committ.ees, Senate Presidents, various administrators, 
and faculty to get the administration t.o realize that this committee needs a 
full-time secretary, Ms. Pott has recently has been transferred from 
University Relations to the Registrar's office and will now be doing 
Exceptions Committee work only. BRA VO! 

• 

• 

• 
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UNIVERSITY ~XCEPT~ONS COMMITTEE REPORT TO FACULTY SENATE 

Summary of committee 

Business 

27 readmissions: 

58 exceptions: 

Education 

12 exceptions: 

Engineering 

24 readmissions: 

33 exceptions: 

F~ne Arts 

1 readmission: 

22 exceptions: 

Health Professions 

1 readmission: 

16 exceptions: 

action from August 14, 1989, to March l, 1990: 

20 approved u BU denial overturned) 

7 denied (2 appeals) 

32 approved (1 appeal; 2 BU denials overturned) 

26 denied (1 appeal; 2 BU appto~a:Ls··-overturned) 

6 approved 

I denied 

4 tabled, 1 filed 

-13 approved 

11 denied 

9 approved 

17 denied 

6 tabled, 

1 denied 

15 approved 

'3 denied 

I 

(1 appeal; 5 EN denials overturned) 

(2 appeals) 

(2 appeals; 1 EN denial overturned) 

(2 EN approvals overturned) 

filed 

(1 FA approval overturned) 

(2 FA approvals overturned) 

3 tabled, 1 filed 

1 denied 

10 approved 

4 denied 

2 tabled 

(1 appeal) 

(1 appeal, 2 HP approvals overturned) 
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ATTACHMENT F 

HONORS COMMITTEE 
Report to the Faculty Senate, March 19,1990 

The members of the 1989-90 Honors Committee are: Laura 
Eells, Anthony Gythiel, Randall Haydon, Walter Horn, Richard 
Laptad, Catherine Perel, James McKenney (Honors Program 
Director), Peter Zoller (Academic Affairs Liaison), and Sally 
Kitch (Senate 
Overseer). The Committee has been conscientious in its efforts 
this year. Thus far we have had 10 meetings of 1.5 hour duration 
and have scheduled another 4 meetings before the semester ends. 
Though the committee has addressed a broad range of activities 
during the past seven months the principal focus has been on the 
development of a description of a successful Honors Program, 
establishment of a strategy to create a successful Honors Program 
and the development of a procedure to meaningfully assess the 
success of the program. The committee has developed an 8 page 
(46 question) survey to be distributed to a large segment of the 
honors programs throughout the country. Surveys were mailed to 6 
Kansas Regents' Schools as a trial run before distribution to the 
population of honors programs. The responses from this initial 
mailing have been analyzed and the survey is scheduled to be 
mailed out to the targeted programs March 22 and the responses 
will be analyzed over -the summer (or early fall if necessary.) 
The 1990-91 Honors Committee will use the results of this survey 
to establish honors program standards, a strategic plan for 
improvement and assessment procedures for the program. 

The committee also considered a number of other matters 
during the year. A great deal of attention was given to organiz
ing the Honors Committee to economize efforts and to provide a 
continuity from year-to-year. Along these lines the work of the 
committee was divided into smaller uni ts and distributed among 
the members. The basic tasks that remain on the schedule are 
briefly summarized in the following segment of the report. 

Honors Program Survey- Task group will make necessary final 
modifications to the survey, determine a budget compatible with 
resources, coordinate maiiing, perform data reduction and analy
ses of returned surveys. (Task is in progress and should be 
completed by Sept. 15, 1990.) 
Honors Program Budget- Task g.roup will assist the Program Direc
tor in his development of a budget to effectively pursue a sig
nificant upgrade of the Program. (Completed by May 1990.) 
Develop Program Standards- Task group to take results of survey 
as well as other information and generate a set of standards that 
provide the basic foundation for the WSU Honors Program. (Sept. 
15, 1990-Feb. 15, 1991.) 
Develop A Four Year Schedule Qf. Classes- Task group to develop a 
coherent curriculum to serve as a long range planning document 
for the Honors Program, the supporting academic departments and 
the university administration. (March 20, 1990-0ct. 15,1990.) 
Retention Enhancement- A task group of members from both the 
Honors Committee and the students' Honors Executive Council will 
develop a working plan to reduce the number of students "dropping 



out" of the Honors Program. (preliminary plan May 1, 1990.) 
Honoraries Umbrella Organization- A task group will study the 
feasibility and utility of creating an umbrella organization • 
(perhaps as a part of the Honors Program office) to serve as a 
focal point and to provide a degree of coordination to the campus 
honorary societies. (Sept. 15,1990-Feb. 15, 1991.) 

The committee plans to have a meeting of old and new members 
at the May 8 meeting in order to promote a continuity of activi
ties and leadership. 

The Honors Program: 1989-90 offerings and enrollments and 
comparisons to recent years are summarized below: 

Academic Year: 1989-90 1988-9 1987-8 1986-7 1986-6 

Honors students:* 511 544 608 715 701 

Graduates: 29 43 44 46 46 

Total courses:** 
Fall: 32 23 24 26 26 
Spring: 2-6 23 21 26 23 

Enrollment: 
Fall: 163 321 356 445 437 

S~ring; ll.a. ll.1. 258 ~ ~ 
*Figures are Spring tallies. 
**Independent Study (HNRS 410) sections are counted as one ~lass; 
only courses that actually enrolled students have been counted. 

The Honors Program has had an active year, both socially 
and programmatically. Social activities began with the annual 
Honors picnic with approximately 60 faculty and honors students 
attending. A Halloween party, with pizza, soft drinks and movies 
was an effort to encourage more students to participate. The 
Honors Program hosted its popular Christmas reception, with a 
large turnout, including Dr. and Mrs~ Lindquist. In March, the 
Honors Program co-hosted a reception for John McDermott, visiting 
distinguished professor of humanities. The concluding social 
event for the year will be a dinner honoring the twelve Emory 
Lindquist Scholars and their faculty mentors. The spring Honors 
Convocation will not be held in 1990 because of cost and schedul- · 
ing problems. Honors recognition will be given at the commence
ment ceremonies. Starting in the Fall 1990 semester, an Honors 
Convocation will be held annually at the beginning of the aca
demic year. 

In February, prior to the Distinguished Scholarship Competi
tion, the Honors Program hosted an information session for visit
ing high school seniors and their parents. Approximately 65 
students were interviewed for the program. 

Both the student Honors Executive Council and the senate 

• 

Honors Committee have been extremely supportive of the new direc- • 
tor. It has given him an opportunity to observe the program and 
plan for the future. Catherine Perel was elected student repre-
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out" of the Honors Program. (preliminary plan May 1, 1990.) 
Honoraries Umbrella Organization- A task group will study the 
feasibility and utility of creating an umbrella organization 
(perhaps as a part of the Honors Program office) to serve as a 
focal point and to provide a degree of coordination to the campus 
honorary societies. (Sept. 15,1990-Feb. 15, 1991.) 

The committee plans to have a meeting of old and new members 
at the May 8 meeting in order to promote a continuity of activi
ties and leadership. 

The Honors Program: 1989-90 offerings and enrollments and 
comparisons to recent years are summarized below: 

Academic year: 1989-90 

Honors students:* 511 

Graduates: 29 

Total courses:** 
Fall: 32 
Spring: 26 

Enrollment: 
Fall: 342/192 

Spring: 227/141 

1988-9 1987-8 1986-7 

544 608 715 

43 44 45 

23 24 26 
23 21 26 

321/188 
297/183 

356 
258 

445 
358 

*Figures are Spring tallies. 

1985-6 

701 

46 

26 
23 

437 
259 

**Independent Study (HNRS 410) sections are counted as one class; 
only courses that actually enrolled students have been counted. 

The Honors Program has had an active year, both socially 
and programmatically. Social activities began with the annual 
Honors picnic with approximately 50 faculty and honors students 
attending. A Halloween party, with pizza, soft drinks and movies 
was an effort to encourage more students to participate. The 
Honors Program hosted its popular Christmas reception, with a 
large turnout, including Dr. and Mrs. Lindquist. In March, the 
Honors Program co~hosted a reception for John McDermott, visiting 
distinguished professor of humanities. The concluding social 
event for the year will be a dinner honoring the twelve Emory 
Lindquist Scholars and their faculty mentors. The spring Honors 
Convocation will not be held in 1990 because of cost and schedul
ing problems. Honors recognition will be given at the commence
ment ceremonies. Starting in the Fall 1990 semester, an Honors 
Convocation will be he l d annually at the beginning of the aca
demic year. 

In February, prior to the Distinguished Scholarship Competi
tion, the Honors Program hosted an information session for visit
ing high school seniors and their parents. Approximately 65 
students were interviewed for the program. 

Both the student Honors Executive Council and the senate 
Honors Committee have been extremely supportive of the new direc
tor. It has given him an opportunity to observe the program and 
plan for the future. Catherine Perel was elected student repre-

• 
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sentative on the executive committee of the National Collegiate 
Honors Program Council. The Honors Council carried on many 
activities through out the year and will host a quiz bowl in 
April. An Honors newsletter was published on a ·monthly basis. 

The personnel in the Honors Program changed completely in 
1988-90. In June, Dr. James McKenney returned from the Air War 
College to replace interim director, Dr. Robert Feleppa. In 
December, the department secretary, Kathleen Werth resigned and 
was replaced by Joanne Dahlberg. Shawn Kennedy·, Honors Counse
lor, resigned unexpectedly in January to become admissions 
counselor at Friends University. Approval for an emergency hire 
was granted and Sheila Orth, one of three candidates, was hired. 
A search for a full-time replacement is now in progress. Admin
istratively, the major glitch was the theft of a printer from the 
Honors computer lab. 

Finally, I would like to express my appreciation to the 
members of the Honors Committee for their continued efforts 
during the year. The Faculty Senate and the University were 
certainly served well by this group. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Walter Horn 
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ATTACHMENT G 

TO: Dr. Elmer Hoyer, President - Faculty Senate DATE: 3/10/90 

FROM: Dr. Thomas M. Izbicki, Chair - Faculty Support Committee 
RE: Annual Report Faculty Support Committee 

Summary of Committee Activities 

To this date, the FSC has met in full committee nine times 
beginning on September 18th. Two sub-committees have also been 
active this academic year, and two others have completed their 
work. The full committee has planned regularly scheduled meetings 
on the first and third Monday of each month. 

New Faculty Orientation: The FSC has the charge to "assist the EVP 
for Academic Affairs in planning new faculty orientation". The 
Orientation Program for 1989 was held on August 22nd and consisted 
of a series of brief presentations by WSU faculty, staff, and 
administrators on a variety of topics of interest to new faculty. 

Peer Review: The Faculty Support Committee has the charge to 
perform peer review of applications for sabbatical leave and to 
forward recommendations on the applications to the EVP for Academic 
Affairs. The committee also reviewed proposed changes in the 
application form for Sabbatical Leave, and it worked to clarify the 
criteria and procedures for review of applications. (See 
Attachment A.) The committee also reviews applications for 
institutional research support. (Table I summarizes the 
committee's actions on sabbaticals and university funded research.) 

Other Business: A separate report has been sent to the Executive 
Vice President and to the Executive Committee on teaching awards. 
A reply was made, at length, to the Rules Committee concerning the 
charge to FSC and its present workload. (See Attachment B.) The 
Faculty Support Committee also will be responsible for reviewing 
nominations for the Young Faculty Scholars Award and making a 
recommendation to the EVPAA. 

Subcommittees: Below is a listing of the sub-committees active 
during the present year with their membership and a brief 
description of the status of their work. 

Patent Policy: Chair, Elmer Hoyer (Fall); Don Hommertzheim 
(Spring). Bill Full, Robert Schrag, and Sam Yeager. 

Status: The sub-committee examined the Regents criteria and 
revised their present draft to conform. The policy 
draft also was reviewed -with the University Counsel. 
A version will be prepared by Sam Yeager for review by 
the Committee by the Fall of 1990. 

Ethics in Research Policy: Chair, Donna Hawley. Karl Schlesier, 
David Soles, Don Gotterbarn, and John McBride • 

Status: Completed possible work by end of previous academic year. 



Thomas M. Izbicki, Chair 

Faculty support Committee (1988-89) -- At Beginning of Year 

J.C. Combs ( 1 91, FA), John Dreifort ('90, LAS; Vice Chair), Philip 
Hersch ('92, BA), Diane Huntley ('92, CHP), Tom Izbicki ('91, 
Acad.Serv./Lib; Chair), Rosalind Scudder ('90, EDUC), Karl 
Schlesier ( 1 91, LAS),* Henry Unruh ('90, LAS).** 

* Resigned in 1 90 because of sabbatical leave; succeeded by 
David Farnsworth. 

** succeeded James Tomayko, who resigned because of sabbatical 
leave. Resigned in '89 because of schedule conflicts; 
succeeded by Don Gotterbarn, who had served during review 
of requests for sabbaticals. 

Ex Officio: Executive Vice President Scott. 
Ad Hoc: Interim Director, Office of Research Administration Harry 
Williford. 

PROJECTS 

The Faculty Support Committee projects being active in the • 
following areas during the coming year: 

1. Helping sponsor workshops on teaching skills. 
2. Helping sponsor workshops on the preparation of proposals for 

grants, sabbaticals or other forms of support, including 
on the writing of final reports. 

3. Helping sponsor a workshop on copyright law. 
4. Completing work on a patent policy for the university. 
5. Undertaking an overall review of the contribution made by the 

grants and leaves it has recommended. Particular 
concern has been expressed about the few applications for 
existing faculty awards. 

6. Recognition of creative efforts and of unsponsored research • 

•• 
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Because of Faculty rights issues, this matter was 
returned to the Executive Committee, with the sub
committee• s recommendations, for reassignment. The 
Executive Committee appointed an ad hoc committee, 
chaired by Donna Hawley, which presented a policy adopted 
by the Senate. 

Subvention Policy: Chair, Tom Izbicki. Francine Nichols and 
Michael Kalton. 

Status: Draft revised by FSC and transmitted to Senate, which 
adopted it. (See Attachment c.) A request for a 
subvention is under review. 

Performance Audit: Chair, Tom Izbicki. John Dreifort and Karl 
Schlesier. 

Status: A proposed form for use in a survey of recipients of 
grants and sabbaticals has been reviewed once by the committee. 

TABLE I SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE'S ACTIONS 

1989/90 1988/89 

Applicants Total Applicants Total 
Recommended Applications Recommended Applicants 

Sabbaticals 

Research Grants: 

14* 

New Faculty 8 

Existing Faculty 3 

Summer 15**** 

29** 

8 

3 

26*** 

10 

8 

4 

15**** 

* Fifteen were recommended, but one withdrew. 

12 

9 

6 

21 

** Only nineteen could be funded. A thirtieth applicant 
withdrew. 

*** A twenty seventh applicant withdrew. 
**** Only fifteen could be funded. 

The Faculty Support Committee would like to thank Drs. Alan Aagard 
and James Gundersen for serving as temporary members of the 
committee during the review process for summer grants. 

As Chair of this committee, I would like to thank the members of 
the committee for their dedicated and professional service. 
Particular thanks are owed to Emily McReynolds of ORA for her 
assistance with the work of the committee • 

Respectfully submitted to the Faculty Senate, 
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ATTACHMENT A -- SABBATICALS 

Under its Charge from the Faculty Senate, the Faculty Support 
Committee is called upon: 

3. To review applications for sabbatical leave and forward 
recommendations on the applications to the Executive Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. 

This Charge requires the committee to serve as the principal agent 
of the faculty for review by peers of such applications. The 
representative nature of the committee, including members from all 
of the Senate constituencies, and the consequent presence of 
qualified representatives of all major disciplinary areas from 
which applications might derive make such review possible. Every 
effort is made to assure procedural fairness and unbiased review 
of applications. 

Evaluation of all proposals is done in the light of the 
policies of the Board of Regents (Document 1) and of the Faculty, 
as represented in the Handbook (Document 2). The actual process 
employs a form (Document 3), used by each member of the committee, 
who writes comments evaluating the proposal and assigns the 
proposal a numerical score. These are added, and an average is 
calculated. The final scores are used to rank the proposals. 
On the basis of these rankings, applicants may be recommended for 
award, recommended with reservations for award, or recommended for 
denial. The number recommended for award or recommended with 
reservations cannot exceed the number of available leaves. (NOTE: 
These opportunities are made available out of the budget for 
unclassified professional staff, not out of external funding.) 
All unsuccessful applicants receive letters expressing briefly 
certain salient points raised in discussion of their proposals. 
To clarify these procedures, the committee proposes sending each 
applicant a copy of the form with a cover letter stating these 
principles (Document 4). A copy of a similar report submitted to 
the Senate last year is attached (Document 5) . 

... ' 
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ATTACHMENT A Document 1 ··:.."" 

11. LEAVES 

a. Sabbatical Leave 

(1) Recommendations for Sabbatical Leaves are co be submitted to the 
Executive Director prior to April 1 of each year. The cancellation 
or modification of a sabbatical leave previously authorized may be 
approved by the Executive Director upon the recommendacion of the 
chief executive officer of the employing institution. 

(2) Sabbatical Leave may be granted subject co the following 
conditions: 

( a) In s tric cly meritorious cases, a full- time f acul cy member on 
regular appointment at any of the Regents institutions of higher 
education who has served continuously for a period of six years or 
longer at one or more of these institucions, may, at the 
convenience of the institution and upon the recommendation of the 
president or chancellor of the institution with which connected, be 
granted not to exceed one such leave of absence for each period of 
regular employment for the purpos·e of pursuing advanced study, 
conducting research studies, or securing appropriate industrial or 
professional - experience; such leave shall not be granted for a 
period of less than one semester nor for a period of more than one 
year, with reimbursement being made according to the followir.g 
schedule: 

(i) for nine-months faculty members, up to half pay for an 
academic year, or up to full pay for one semester. 

(ii) for twelve-months faculty members, up to half pay for 
eleven months, or up co full pay for five months. 

(b) Provided: Regular salary is defined as the salary being paid 
at the time the sabbatical leave begins. Outside grant: · funds 
received by the University in support of the individual's scholarly 
effort• during his/her sabbatical leave may be used for 
supplemental salary, but total sabbatical leave salary in these 
instances may not exceed his/her regular salary. Provided lurcher, 
That the number of faculty members to whol!l leave of absence with 
sabbatical pay is granted in any fiscal year shall not exceed four 
percent of the number of equivalent full-time faculty with rank of 
instructor or higher, or equivalent rank for the institution 
concerned for the fiscal year for which the leave of absence is 
granted; And provided lurcher, That no faculty member will be 
granted leave of absence with sabbatical pay who does not agree co 
re turn co the service of the s t:ate ins t:i tution granting che 
sabbatical leave for a period of at least two years inuuediately 
following the expiration of the period of leave nor shall such 
leave be granted co those who will mandatorily recire by reason of 
age before che end of the r:wo year period. Persons failing to 
return to the institution granting sabbatical leave shall refund 
all sabbatical pay. Those who fail to remain for the full two -
years of school service (18 to 24 months depending on annual term 
of employment) shall refund that portion of their sabbatical pay as 
represented by che portion of the two years they fail co serve. 
(12-16-61; 4-17-69; 6-25-71; 11-17-78; 1-18-85; 10-15-87; 2-18-88; 
6-23-88) 
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AT~AC~~NT A -- Document 2 

APPENDIXE 

U Diversity Guidelines - Sabbatical Leaves 

Wichita State University's policy on sabbatical leaves is based on 
the Board of Regents' Policy on Leaves as adopted 12/ 16/ 61, and 
amended 4/17/69, 6/25/71, and 10/4/82, and reads as follows: 

In strictly meritorious cases, a faculty member who has served continuously 
at one or more of the six state schools for six years or longer may, upon the 
recommendation of the president, be granted leave of absence with part pay 
for a period not exceeding one year, for purpose of pursuing advanced study, 
conducting research studies, or securing appropriate industrial or profes
sional experience. Nine-month faculty members may receive up to half pay 
for an academic year or up to full pay for one semester. Twelve-month 
faculty members may receive up to half pay for 11 months or up to fuJI pay 
for five months. Regents' policy limits the number of sabbatical leaves in any 
fiscal year to not more than 4 percent of the equivalent full-time faculty with 
rank of instructor or higher. (Wichita State University Faculty Handbook, 
1978, page 32.) 

A faculty member applying for sabbatical leave is required to file 
an official Application for Sabbatical Leave and sign a Sabbatical 
Leave Agreement by which he/she agrees to return to WSU for a 
period of at least two years immediately following expiration of the 
period ofleave. In the event of failure to return, the faculty member 
agrees to refund all sabbatical pay, or, on failure to remain for at least 
two years, to refund that portion of sabbatical pay which is in 
proportion to the amount of time not served as required by the 
agreement. 

Sabbatical leave requests should be prepared on official forms 
which are obtainable in a packet from the Office of Academic 
Affairs. Leave requests are due in the Academic Affairs Office no 
later than December 15 of the academic year preceding the 
proposed leave. Leave requests arc then referred to the Sabbatical 
Leave Review Committee (SLRC), a committee whose charge is to 
review leave proposals in terms of merit, solicit additional informa
tion where needed, and make ranked recommendations to the vice 
president for academic affairs who performs the final evaluation. 
The SLRC makes its recommendations no later than March 1, and 
i~titutional decisions concerning sabbatical leaves are made no 
later than March 15. Each applicant is informed of University action 
on his/her sabbatical leave request by March 30. Requests approved 
by the University arc submitted to the April meeting of the Board of 
Regents for Board action. 

Procedures and policies established for sabbatical leaves arc as 
follows: 

1. The applicant requests and receives from the Office of 
Academic Affairs a packet which includes the WSU Application for 
Sabbatical Leave, the Board of Regents' Sabbatical Leave Agree

~nt form, and the WSU Summary of Review form. 

7 2. Each leave application form is completed in sufficient detail to 
permit review by the S LRC and evaluation by the vice president for 
academic affairs. The application is first submitted to the applicant's 
chairperson, who transmits the form through his/her dean to the 

~c president for academic affairs for delivery to the SLRC. 

'I' 3. Recommendations from the chairperson and the dean, detailed 
on the Summary of Review form, accompany the application when 
it is transmitted to the vice president for academic affairs. The 
recommendation must include a statement from the applicant's 
chairperson or dean concerning provision to be made for the work 
load of the applicant during his/her absence. The statement should 
cover the direction of those graduate students for whom the 
applicant is the thesis or dissertation advisor. It should also indicate 
whether any additional expense to the University, apart from 
sabbatical salary, would occur if the leave were granted. Applications 
involving such additional costs are not ordinarily approved without 
special justification. · 

5 

..:/<:. 4. If the proposed program of work is contingent upon the 
applicant's receiving additional financial aid from the University, 
apart from sabbatical salary, or from external sources, details 
concerning such contingency should be included on the Summary 
of Review form. The sources from which external support is being 
sought should be identified and the nature of any services required 
in connection with the receipt of such support should be related to 
the purpose of the leave. 

-I;.. 5. No later than 60 days from the first day of classes in the 
semester of the faculty member's return from sabbatical leave, 
he/she is required to submit a Final Report on the · sabbatical 
projects. A form for filing this report will be sent to the faculty 
member early in the semester of his/her return to campus. The 
completed Final Report is to be submitted, through the chairperson 
and dean, to the vice president for academic affairs. It will be 
referred to the SLRC and the president, then transmitted to the 
Faculty Records Clerk in the office of academic affairs for filing in 
the permanent records of the University. If appropriate, the Final 
Report should include a description of specific plans for sharing the 
results of the sabbatical leave with the recipient's departmental 

lleagues or other groups on campus. , 

he Sabbatical Leave policy of the Regents' system, and Wichita 
c in particular, is based on the assumption that such leaves do 

not occur automatically at stated intervals, but arc awarded on merit 
and arc clearly designed to encourage scholarly and professional 
achievement for the mutual benefit of the faculty member and the 

JI ~versity. 
~ 1_he scope of activities that may be undertaken by WS U faculty 

on sabbatical leaves is quite broad, encompassing not only the 
traditional purpose of scholarly research, but the more non-

ditional purposes of professional development or redevelopment. 
At WSU, leaves have been granted for advanced study, for specific 
research projects, for creative projects, for curriculum/instructional 
development, for residencies to observe the programs and methods 
of other institutions, for travel related to academic and professional 

l ~cvclopment, for occupational experience designed to enhance 
Lprofessional qualifications and many other similar purposes. Work 

toward a graduate degree docs not normally qualify as an acceptable 
program for a sabbatical leave. 

Sabbatical leave programs properly serve the interests of the 
faculty member and the University as a whole. Faculty who have 
accumulated service with the University benefit from having a 
period away from normal campus obligations in order to pursue 
special interests or projects related to their professional lives. The 
period of renewal offered by such leave also benefits the University, 
which welcomes back at the conclusion of a successful leave a faculty 
member with new ideas, enthusiasm, and accomplishments. 

The sabbatical leave application process contains some features 
designed to enhance the probability of successful sabbatical leaves. 
In the application materials, faculty arc asked to demonstrate special 
aptitude for their proposed projects, indicating previous professional 
or scholarly work related to the area of activity proposed for the 
leave. Sufficient documentation must be presented to enable the 
University to conclude that the goals of the leave probably will be 
accomplished and that the project cannot be completed without 

a leave. 
A particular concern of the University is the difficulty of granting 

leaves to faculty in small departments. A disproportionate negative 
effect may be felt by students and colleagues when a faculty member 
who is the only person with programmatic expertise needed on a 
regular basis by the department takes a sabbatical or other type of 
leave. Faculty members in small departments, therefore, need to 
plan their leaves in advance, and obtain assurance from their 

-
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ATTACHMENT A -- Document 3 

EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR SABBATICAL LEAVE APPLICATIONS (S0/10 pts) 

APPLICANT DEPARTMENT COLLEGF 

Name: 
Rank: 

PLEASE USE BACK PAGE FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS IF NEEDED 

1. Academic quality of the proposed sabbatical agenda 
project (20 pts) 

2. Feasibility of achieving the stated goal (10 pts) 

a. Qualifications, readiness, productivity/achievement 
profile appropriate for the stated agenda/project 
( 5 pts) 

b. Time available vs. scope of agenda/project (3 pts) 

c. Appropriateness of the targeted site for saDbatical 
activity/agenda (2 pts) 

3. How well does the proposed agenda help in academic/ 
professional enhancement of the candidate? : :opts) 

4. Commensuration with the long ter~ needs/mission of the 
department, college and wsu (5 pts) 

5. Measurable outcome in terms of publications; potential 
for extramural grant applications to sustain or enhance 
scholarly activity/research; funding opportunities and 
feasibilities, etc. ( 5 pts) · 

DATE LAST S. -:- ._ 

Score ----

Score ----

Score ----

Score ----

Score ----

Score ---~ 

Score ___ _ 
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ATTACHMENT A -- Document 4 

TO: Faculty Support Committee 
FROM: Tom Izbicki, Chair 
RE: Sabbaticals 
DATE: 3/10/90 

The below is the second draft of a statement about the role of 
Faculty Support in the Sabbaticals process to be sent, with a copy 
of the form for evaluation of proposals, to all members of the 
faculty who apply: 

Under its charge from the Faculty Senate, the Faculty Support 
Committee seryes as the entire faculty's principal agent of peer 
review in the sabbatical process. All colleges, as well as 
Academic Services, are represented; and all applications are 
reviewed in detail. The Kansas Board of Regents requires that all 
applications be reviewed for their merits and ranked. Both the 
quality of the application and the overall record of the individual 
are taken into account. Efforts to improve teaching, as well as 
those directed toward · research, are regarded as worthwhile 
sabbatical agendas; but a sabbatical agenda directed toward 
teaching must include an outline of a specific and workable 
project. The applicants are expected to submit clear, well argued 
proposals aiming at the achievement of a substantive agenda through 
the application of the proper methodology within the period of the 
leave . 

' 
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ATTACHMENT A -- Document 5 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Faculty Senate, Executive Committee 

FROM: Faculty Support Committee 

SUBJECT: Requests for Sabbatical Leave 

DATE: 2/15/89 

In order to assist faculty in preparing applications for Sabbatical 
leave, the Faculty Support Committee wishes to provide the Executive 
Committee and the Faculty Senate with relevant information on how 
requests for sabbatical leave are evaluated. 

Appendix E of the Faculty Handbook "University Guidelines - Sabbatical 
Leaves" served as the starting point .for the evaluation process. 
Particularly relevant portions of those guidelines are cited below: 

"The Sabbatical Leave policy of the Regents· system, and The Wichita · 
State University in particular, is based on the assumption that such 
leaves do not occur automatically at stated intervals, but are awarded 
on merit and are clearly designed to encourage scholarly and 
professional achievement for the mutual benefit of the faculty member 
and the University." 

"The sabbatical leave application process contains some features 
designed to enhance the probability of successful sabbatical leaves. 
In the application materials, faculty are asked to demonstrate special 
aptitude for their proposed projects, indicating previous professional 
or scholarly work related to the area of activity proposed for the 
leave. Sufficient documentation must be presented to enable the 
University to cone 1 ude that the goa 1 s of the leave p ro_bab 1 y w i 11 be 
accomplished and that the project cannot be completed without such a 
leave." 

Each Sabbatical Leave Request was read and evaluated by each member of 
the Faculty Support Committee on the following critaria <tha 
percentage following each criteria reflects its weight). 

1. Academic quality of the proposed sabbatical project (407.). 

2. Feasibility of achieving the stated goal (207.). 

· *Qualifications, readiness, productivity/achievemen~ 
appropriate for the project 

*Time available vs. scope of project 

profile 

*Appropriateness of the targeted site for sabbatical activity 

3. How well does the proposed project help in academic/professional 
enhancement of the candidate (207.)? 

r 

... • 



4. Commensuration with the long term needs/mission of the department, 
• college and ws~ (107.). 

• 

• 

5. Measurable outcome in terms of publications; potential for 
extramural grant applications to sustain or enhance scholarly 
activity/research; funding opportunities and feasibilities (107.). 

The criterion given the greatest weight is the academic quality of the 
proposed sabbatical project. The committee is frequently required to 
evaluate proposals from outside the areas of expertise of the 
individuals on the committee. This sometimes makes it difficult to 
make an evaluation - proposals that are clearly written and relatively 
jargon-free stand a better chance. 

The following generalizations can be made. Proposals that 
specific about the exact nature of the sabbatical project 
higher <ceteris paribus>. Proposals that have fairly 
outcomes are rated higher (ceteris paribus>. 

are more 
are rated 

specific 

In 1987, EVP Scott sent to Ben Rogers (then president of the Faculty 
Senate> a memo requesting policy guidance from the faculty concerning 
three issues related to sabbaticals. The Faculty Support Committee 
never received a charge from the Senate/Executive Committee to develop 
policy statements on those issues. The Faculty Support Committee 
feels that these issues still merit discussion and would recommend 
that the Executive Committee ask an appropriate committee to consider 
them. The issues are listed below: 

1. What should be the institutional approach to supplementary 
requests for WSU funds to support a sabbatical leave award? 
Before? During? After? For example, should we subsidize 
sabbatical travel? Award research grants in conjunction with 
sabbaticals? Should department/college funds be allocated to 
support sabbatical activities? 

What is the faculty's position with regard to continued 
participation in University service activities during a term of 
sabbatical leave (committees, teaching, continuing education, 
stc.)? 

3. What is the position on sabbatical participants engaging in other 
income-producing activities during a semester's leave <WSU or 
otherwise>, during a year's leave? 
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ATTACHMENT B -- ROLE AND SCOPE 

TO: David Alexander, Chair, Rules Committee 
FROM: Thomas M. Izbicki, Chair, Faculty Support Committee 
SUBJECT: Role and Scope of the Faculty Support Committee 

In response to your queries, allow me to address the first, 
third and fourth questions briefly and the second at greater 
length. 
1. The Faculty Support Committee has a review function and an 

advisory function concerned with support of both teaching and 
research. The review functions are, in sequence: 1) Review 
of sabbatical proposals; 2) Review of grant proposals from 
new faculty; 3) Review of grant proposals from continuing 
faculty; 4) Review of requests for summer stipends; 5) 
Review of nominations for the Young Faculty Scholar Award. 
In these processes, the committee serves as the faculty's 
principal agent for peer review of requests for leave or other 
support. The advisory functions are various, as may arise; 
but they have included the development of draft policies on 
Travel Support and Subvention. Other issues, including Ethics 
in Research and (temporarily) criteria for teaching awards, 
have been referred elsewhere because of issues of faculty 
rights or because of the general workload of the committee. 
In addition, the committee has helped plan and conduct the New 
Faculty Orientation . 

3. Our committee has - permanent representation from all faculty 
constituencies, including replacement of those members 
applying for support from the committee, to guarantee the 
performance of peer review by a body nearly approximating the 
areas of expertise of the faculty as a whole. 

4. The workload of Senate committees might be equalized by making 
the more important ones exclusive of other university-level 
service. (For example, service of Faculty Support might be 
exclusive of service on any other university-level 
committees.) In addition, a Curriculum Committee needs to be 
created. The Executive Committee might contemplate having the 
chairs of committees meet with them on occasion to discuss ~he 
flow of business and crucial issues arising in certain 
sectors, particularly those involving policy or faculty rights 
& responsibilities. Despite the praiseworthy effort made at 
the beginning of the year to orient committees, chairs still 
operate with a tenuous connection with the · Executive 
Committee . 

' 
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2. The charge to the Faculty Support Committee is long overdue for 
revision. The present charge conflates review functions and 
policy functions, policy and consultative functions, research 
and teaching support functions. In addition, it includes a 
function, its role in the New Faculty Orientation, which might 
be assigned elsewhere at the inception of the next academic 
year, and one, item no. 7 of the charge, which never has been 
of practical importance. An additional review function, that 
related to Subvention of publication, was added when the 
President signed the policy proposed by the committee and 
adopted by the ·senate. To regularize these functions the 
charge might be revised as follows: 

A. It can be divided into four major sections: 
1) Internal review of research awards and Subvention requests. 

(This would include present section no. 1 and the first part 
of no. 2. The awards reviewed at present might be listed in 
an appendix. ) 

2) Review of requests for sabbaticals. 
(This might combine nos. 3 and 4.) 

3) Review of requests for . support of teaching. 
(This might include the present no. 5 and the teaching portion 
of no. 8. Some thought should be given to making real support 
of instruction. possible.) 

4) Consultation on policies. 
(This might include the second part of no. 2 and the research 
portion of no. 8.) 

B. Section no. 7 might be deleted. 

c. After the beginning of the next academic year, the committee's 
role in planning the New Faculty Orientation might be assigned 
elsewhere, perhaps to Faculty Affairs. 

D. In addition, a preamble might be drafted specifying that the 
committee is the principal agent of peer review of requests 
for support and stating that its role only pertains to support 
of the efforts of individuals, not of entire departments or 
colleges. 

E. The growing availability of awards made within colleges will 
require occasional review by the committee or by some other 
agency of the effectiveness of the awards available, and a 
similar review should be made of the use made of these awards 
by their recipients . 
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Subvention Policy and Application Procedures 

Faculty Senate 

Accountability: Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs; 
Academic Deans; Chairpersons; Faculty support 
Committee 

Purpose: To support publication of books authored or coauthored 
by members of the faculty 

Policy Statement: 

It is the policy of The Wichita State University to encourage 
publication of books authored or coauthored by members of the 
faculty in fulfillment of the responsibility to engage in scholarly 
activity. To that end, recognizing the increased frequency of 
requests by publishers for subventions, The Wichita State 
University may in some circumstances provide subventions from non
state funds to aid members of the faculty engaged in substantive 
negotiations with publishers. The university reserves the right 
to recover the sum of the subvention when such recovery is 
possible. 

• I. Eligibility 

• 

A. Subvention may be requested by an author(s) who is a full-time 
tenured or probationary member of the faculty of WSU. 

B. If a member of the faculty coauthors a book with a member(s) 
of the faculty of another institution(s), the institution(s) 
shall negotiate concerning shared responsibility ·for 
subvention. 

C. Textbooks shall not be considered for subvention. 
D. Only books to be published by university presses or major trade 

publishers are eligible for subvention. 

II. Application Procedures 

A. The .author(s) shall prepare a written request for subvention, 
and include a letter from the editor stating that the book has 
undergone professional evaluation and that substantive 
negotiations are under way. 

B. The application must be submitted to t!le appropriate department 
chair(s) for review and approval. If approved, the chair(s) 
submits the application, . with a let~er of approval, to the 
dean(s) for review and approval. If approved, the dean(s) 
will submit the application, the chair's approval letter and 
his/her own letter of approval to the Faculty Support 
Committee • 

c. The Faculty Support Comrnity shall evaluate the proposal for 
the relevance of the book to the area or areas of expertise 
of the author(s), the scholarly ~erits of the book and the 
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quality of the press. The committee may invite an additional 
reviewer(s) to participate in the discussion of the merits 
of the book or of the press. If the committee approves the 
application, it will be transmitted to the Executive Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, along with a letter of 
recommendation, for final action. 

D. Should the application be rejected at any level, the author(s) 
will receive an explanation in writing. The applicant(s) may 
seek a review of a negative recommendation by the Faculty 
Support Committee from the Executive Vice President for 
Academic Affairs. 

E. Should the application be approved, the Executive Vice 
President for Academic Affairs or her/his designee will 
negotiate .with the author(s) and the publisher. An agreement 
stating the exact terms of the subvention, including the 
amount of the subvention and terms for recovery of that 
amount, when recovery is possible, will be added to the 
contractual record of the book by adding an addendum to the 
contract or by an exchange of letters of understanding added 
to that record. 

III. Recovery of Costs 

A. The University shall recover the amount of its subvention, when 
recovery is possible. 

B. If the University provides the entire subvention, it shall 
recover the sum of the subvention before the author(s) receive 
royalties. 

C. If the University and the author(s) share in the subvention, 
the University shall receive a share of the royalties 
proportional to -its share, until the amount of the 
University's contribution to the subvention has been 
recovered. 

IV. Taxation 

The author(s) aknowledges and agrees thats/he will be solely 
responsible for any and all tax consequences which may result 
or arise as a result of the payment of subvention support. 

V. Ac~owledgment 

The author(s) shall acknowledge the University's subvention in the 
preface, introduction or acknowledgments. 

VI. Effective Date 

This policy is to be effective as of the date of approval by the 
President. 

Approved: 

Warren B. Armstrong, President Date 
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FACULTY SENATE 

THE WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the Meeting of Apri 1 9, 1990 ( C!.orrec)ec} J 

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

I. Ca 11 to Order 
President Hoyer called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

GENERAL FACULTY CAUCUS CALLED 
Th~ Faculty Senate Caucus on April 2 called a General Caucus of the 
teaching and research faculty to air concerns about the general climate on 
campus and the direction of University affairs. 

MEETINGS OF FACULTY GROUPS WITH PRESIDENT ARMSTRONG 
With the assistance of the Executive Committee, President Armstrong is 
arranging to meet informally with faculty from the various Senate 
divisions. He has already met with Business faculty. Meetings are coming 
up shortly with Humanities and Engineering. 

III. Am![__oval of Minutes 
The minutes of March 19, 1990 and March 26, 1990 were approved as 
submitted. 

IV. Old Business 

LIBRARY/MRC COMMITTEE REPORT 
Professor Parker, chair of the committee, was present to expand on the 
committee's written report. ·parker noted especially the growing 
difficulties arising as other institutions charge considerable fees for 
filling interlibrary loan requests. These charges threaten to make these 
services too expensive, and to · accentuate the problems inherent in our own 
limited holdings in many areas. 

In response to questions, Professor Parker stated that despite criticisms, 
use of data from the journal usage survey was better than working with no 
information whatsoever in reaching decisions about the value of various 
journals to library users. He also noted that a "de-acquisition" policy 



is increasingly needed, since library space is limited, and we may soon • 
not be able to keep everything we presently possess. Both Professor 
Parker and Senator O'Flaherty, a member of the committee, stated that the 
committee is charged only to comment on policies and make recommendations, 
not to make University policy. 

Senator Cavarozzi asked how the I.T.F.S. program would ·be funded. 
President Armstrong indicated that mill levy money would be used,but that 
the total cost is as yet unknown. 

It was moved and seconded to receive the report of the Library/MRC 
Committee. The motion was approved unanimously. 

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE - COURSE SYLLABUS POLICY 
As requested by the Senate, the committee presented an expanded report on 
the administration's suggestion that the faculty consider adopting 
additional requirements relating to publication of a course syllabus in 
each course. Associate Dean Konek, committee chair, noted that there were 
few if any cases before the Academic Court in which confusion about course 
policies is the issue. The committee's finding and recommendation is that 
existing policies are satisfactory and no change is warranted. Senator 
Rogers commended the report as a model presentation and moved that it be 
received. The motion was seconded and approved unanimously. 

V New Business 

COURT OF ACADEMIC APPEALS 
The report of the Court, outlining the issues and findings in its cases 
this year, was received by a unanimous vote. 

EXCEPTIONS COMMITTEE 
Professor Brady, committee chair, reported for the committee. Professor 
Brady noted the enormous workload of the committee, which has been 
somewhat alleviated by the full-time attentions of Ms. Pott, the 
committee's non-voting secretary. A frequent request is by students 
seeking to change their enrollment in a course from regular to an audit, 
permitting them to finish the course without receiving a grade. By 
creating a large time gap between the drop date and the final date for 
withdrawal from courses, University policy invites students to conceive of 
this option. In view of the number of cases arising, policies in this 
area should, perhaps, be reviewed. Senator Baxter, a former member of the 
committee, asked how work was proceeding now that not all colleges are 
represented among its members. Professor Brady reported no difficulties. 
It was moved and seconded to receive the report. The motion was approved 
unanimously. 

HONORS COMMITTEE 
Senator Horn, chair of the committee, presented the committee report. 
Professor Perel made some remarks about a previous director of the program 
and one of its courses. Senator Gosman and others raised questions 

• 

relating to the recent large drop in honors enrollment (nearly 50% in the • 
past year). The committee perceives no explanation as yet. Senator 
Baxter questioned whether students perceive value or advantage in 

2 
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belonging to the program. Senator Mandt noted that honors enrollments are 
declining even as the University attracts more first~rate students. 
Senator Sweney questioned whether an emphasis on research might not be 
distracting some faculty from teaching. Senator Graham asked whether the 
turnover in program staff--four directors in the last four years--might 
not be contributing to some disarray. Senator Horn assured the Senate 
that the committee was actively inquiring into the problems. 

Senator Williamson and Graham urged that student perceptions be queried. 
Senator Hartman noted that there is no incentive for a department to offer 
honors courses, and typically, a disincentive, in the form of lower 
enrollments. SGA President Bajaj stated that the issues here were not 
SGA issues, but that he suspects there are problems with the incentives to 
students. Perhaps more aggressive recruiting is necessary, such as that 
engaged in by a former director. 

It was moved and seconded to receive the report. The motion passed 
unanimously. 

FACULTY SUPPORT COMMITTEE 
Senator Izbicki, chair of the committee, presented its report. He noted 
that the first subvention under the newly adopted policy has been 
tendered~~? ·tbat~ n8t?ir » roa,o~~l is pending. There has been limited 
interest in th~>yiung 1ac~lt;' s&io'"l ar program. The committee plans some 
open workshops for faculty on the preparation of sabbatical requests, 
which appears to be an item of special concern and question. Senator 
Rogers asked whether there was reason to expect a continuation of this 
year's excess of sabbatical applications over available openings. Senator 
Izbicki indicated that there is no data on which to base an inference. 
Senator Kitch questioned whether the planned workshop on copyright 
infringement in course materials wasn't scheduled too late to be of 
advantage (September 5). Senator Izbicki stated that this appeared to be 
the earliest date available in the fall. 

It was moved and seconded to receive the committee's report. The motion 
passed unanimously. 

The Senate adjourned at 4:45·p.m. 

Submitted by A. J. Mandt, Secretary 
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