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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Room 126 CH 3:30 p.m. 

Meeting Notice: Monday, September 26, 1994 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 

III. Approval of Minutes 

IV. President's Report 

V. New Business 

a. Rules Committee report 

b. Faculty Evaluation Response (lavender 
attachment) 

VI. Old Business 

. • • 

a. Ad Hoc committee on Non-Tenurable Teachers 
report - continued from 9/12/94 

VII. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Joyce Cavarozzi, President 3451 Box 53 
James Clark, Past President 3220 Box 78 
Donna Hawley, Vice President 3610 Box 41 
Michael Kelly, Secretary 3590 Box 68 
Jolynne Campbell, President-Elect 3146 Box 43 
Ron Matson, Elected by Senate 3280 Box 25 
Keith Williamson, Elected by Senate 3185 Box 31 
Sue Bair, Appt'd by Senate Pres. 3340 Box 16 
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PRESIDENT'S LETTER 

September 21, 1994 

The Board of Regents is addressing issues of Teaching Evaluation. Questions, with 
responses and recommendations, have been formulated. Responses to these are due to 
the Board of Regents October 20, 1994. Originally, the response date was September 
23, 1994. The Council of Faculty Senate Presidents pointed out to the Board, Staff, . 
COPS, COCAO and COSP that the report was dated May 10, after Faculty Senates 
were no longer meeting. Pittsburgh State, Emporia State and Kansas State were 
having their first Senate meeting of the academic year this week. The discussion has 
been delayed until the November Board meeting. 

After the Board meeting, the Faculty Senate Presidents had a retreat. We met for two 
hours with the Chair of COSP and the President of the Student Government from the 
University of Kansas. We also met for two hours with Steve Jordan, Executive 
Director of the Board of Regents. We discussed the document attached (lavender) to 
the agenda for a very long day and night. 

It is the belief of the Council of Faculty Senate Presidents that if the six Regents' 
institutions can support this document, we will have stronger on campus decision 
making. This document is placed before you as an action item from the Executive 
Committee. There will be a cover letter from COFSP. Each institution can -- and 
perhaps should-- send their own 'cover letter'. 

At the Board meeting, Wichita State University asked and received permission to ask 
the legislature for $181,000 in emergency funds for the extension centers. 

Remember to send nominations for Associate Vice President of Academic Affairs to V. 
P. Patton. Also, remember to send nominations for the Academy for Teaching 
Excellence to him also. 

Regent Karen Krebs called the Faculty Senate office to arrange for her visit to campus. 
We will keep you informed and we invite suggestions of activities for her during her 
visit. 

JOYCE CA V AROZZI 
President, Faculty Senate 
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• FACULTY EVALUATION IN THE KANSAS MGENTS SYSTEM -1994 

Recommcndatlous of Regent Dr. John Hiebert in his memo of S/9/94, nnd a draft 
response from the Council ot Faculty Senate Presidents (COFSI') for approval by the 
respective Faculty CounclJs/Senates. 

Recommendation from Regent Hicbed Proposed Respume Crom COFSP 

I. All Teaching faculty should be rated by Acceptable as modified. The deletion of 
students at l~t once a year, on a form that the word II All" is a recognition of some 
is controlled for student motivation, an<l ~ceptional situati.011s whCX"e student ratings 
other possible bias. may not be the best way of obtaining 

student input. 
-~ 

The questions that appear with the recorrmendations are the questions 
asked by the Board of Regents. Recornnendations from Regent Hiebert 
are in resp:>nE~ to these questions • 

• rd Question: SHOULD STIJDENT RATINGS OF INSTRUCTION BE CONSIDERED IN--THE 

EVALUATION OF EVERY FACUL1Y MEMBER, ALONG WITH AT LEAST ONE OTHER DATA SOURCE, 

FOR THE ANNUAL MERIT EVALUATION? ( ,:C ~ ff.) 

• 
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II. ht least ene ether !leU:ree Multiple We are in agreement. The indicated 

• sources of information should be gathered changes be made and U1e ,recomm~dation 
to evaluate teaching. Qtftef sources of be redrafted to parallel. the 
information might include the content of recommendations appended below. 
the course, its design and presentation, . 
drawing from (a) 3Yllabi, examinations and •units should be encouraged to develop a 
samples of &:raded exams, textbooks, etc. comprehensive, jlai.ble approach to 
might be evaluated by peers for their teaching evaluntion tlwt includes several 
suitability and coherence. (b) Videos of types of evidence that can be collected, 
class presentations might be viewed by presented, and evaluated as a Portfolio. 
peers or the department chair to evaluate Student ratings of teaching should be an 
presentation of material, etc. imponant part of this Porifollo: they are 

nevertheless only one pan. 

Peer evaluation, defined as a 
/ comprehensive, critical llview by 

knowledgeable colleagues of each faculty 
member's entll'e range of teaching 
activities, should be the foundation of the 
University's read1i11g evaluation program. 
No single source of itiformation, inclluling 
ratings by students. slwuld be taken at face 
value, but rathtr should be interpreted by 
those peers wlw are tn the best position to 

• understand this evidt!11Ct! and to place it in 
the appropriate academic contat. 

Departments should be encouraged to use 
additional toolJ st1ch as exit interviews and 
graduate interviews and surveys to obtain 
infonnation about ttaching effectiveness. " 

m. All departme11t chairs should Acceptable with the understanding that 
participate in the evaluation of faculty and discussion with individual faculty will take 
meet with faculty individually as needed to place as needed. 
discuss Ule evaluation. 

Board Question: .SHOULD THE DEPARTMENT CH.!1A SEE THE ABOVE DATA TO ASSIST 
HIS/HER EVALUATION OF FACULTY? ~ * l)l-) 

• 
• 
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IV. At the conclusion of each semester, 
representatives from Student Governance 
on each campus should meet with campus 
representatives from Academic Affairs to 
discuss eggregate--dattHm the operation of 
student ratings of teaching. BHd ether 
infem,ee.81Hlnd aetiens related te the 
e\1aluatiee-ef-teaehi9g. 

V. All Classes should be evaluated by a 
short form consistent across disciplines and 
institutions, with longer forms provided to 
gather additional infonnation bmcd on 
faculty and disciplinary needs, selectively 
administered at the discretion of the 
institution. 

VI. Printed directions on the rating scale 
should indicate how the infonnation is 
used, and the forms should be administered 
and collected under controlled conditions 
that assure student!!' anonymity, 

P.04 

The last part (strike through) is too broad 
and open-ended to make the 
recommendation acceptable. Delete that 
part. The rest of the recommendation 
needs to be modified and clarified as 
follows: 
(1) Toe aggregat~ dat;l, which ls one 
number, does not lead to any valid 
inference, and is of no use. 
(2) The meetings to be held with the 
chairs/representatives of the units and/or 
Academic Affairs. 
(3) Meetings not to be reguired all the time . 
but opportunities must be provided. 
(4) Meetings should be arranged annually, 
at the beginning of each academic year (not 
each semester). 

A recommendation so revised and 
acceptable will read: "At the beginning of 
each academic year, representatives from 
Student Governance on each campus 
should have the opportunity to meet with 
thl chair of the unit and/or with campus 
represt1ztatives from Academic Affairs to 
discuss tM optration of m«ienJ ratings of 
,reaching re/a.ling 10 lhe unit. Ratings 
relaJing to individual faculty are not an 
appropriate subjt!ct in such discussions. " 

We do not endorse use .of a st.andardimd 
form campus-wide nor system-wide. It 
should be left to each unit to develop the 
appropriate form for its use. 

Ac:cepta.ble. 

Board Question: SHOULD EACH INSTITUTION HAVE GREATER STANDARDIZATION OF 

• 
STUDENT RATING SCALES, WITH AN ADDED SE~ FOR FACULTY To· ASK QUESTIONS 

UNIQUE TO THEIR SITUATION? ~ 6' 'Y 
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Board Question: WHAT IS THE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF FACULlY AT EACH 
INSTITUTION WHO HAVE BEEN AT THE RANK OF ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR FOR SEVEN YEARS 

OR LONGER, THE TIME 1YPICALLY REQUIRED FOR PROMOTION, AND WHY IS THIS THE CASE? 

vn. Following tlle establishment of We ask that the strike-through part be 
institutional and dept. a:oals, faculty should deleted, and that the flexible allocations 
meet with their department chair to and other operational details be left to the 
establish 8ft ftftftttel a periodical agreement units to be worked out. We are in 
specifying the amount of time faculty will agreement with the spirit behind the 
spend on teaching, research and service. recommendation. 
Merit evaluation of faculty should follow 
this agreement. These agreements should 
reflect varying emphases at different times 
within a faculty member's career. 
Teaching should be evaluated as rigorously 
as research. 'Vt'ith the ettemifta:ti:en-efil) 
eeuf!le eentent, h~ flelh·ery ef instruelien, 
MEI ~ ergani211tien el'. eaum materials, 
soeh &B t:he gee:ls llftd ebjeetives ef the 
eeuf5e, eeRtent-eevemge,and 
epJ:JropriBlefles3 ef. teaching and essessmeftt 
methed,. \Vhere faeull)' Me nel~ngeged m 
researeh and sehelllfly-puhlieatien, they ean 
@peet le 1,e SY8luated en a hea11ie• 
teaehing--and seFtiiee load, e.g. 80l28 
pefeeftt Stteh llft eg~ent wiU fecttltfe 
teaehiftg mere elasses and pfedueiflg fflefe 
sauienl emdit heYH~Fae\llty Y+'lil nel be 
held aeeeW1teele fer eent:fff)utions whieh 
ere net part er their annual egreement,-e.ntl 
eeuld 1,e Pfemeted with outsbmding 
teaehiflg and smiee eeotribuaeas. Hllft 
illstitutien beli0¥es s11eh a: plan is eentEMy 
to its missioA an<I disagrees 7nith thig type 
ef fieKihility, thee-effertHheuld-\,e-made 
to enhftftee ~e faew~membef' s researeh 
el' provide ether plaeement within er 
eutside the lest:itutie11. 

VIII. All campuses should insure that each Acceptable. 
schooUcollege develops a plan to 
financially recognize faculty who arc 
promoted. 

IX. Data should be provided on the number The data required should not be carried 
and percentage of faculty who received 0% beyond mformation purposes. The 
and 1 % merit raises for the past three temptation to read too much into the data 
consecutive years, and the percentage of all should be avoided. The institutions can 
faculty who received a 0% and 1 % misc in best handle such matters at the local (unit) 
each of the three past years. This level and must be left to do so. Often, a 
information must be viewed in the context low percmtage raise is not an Jndicator of 
of the total dollars available for merit poor performance but rather a reflection of 
raises; therefore, the amount of General fiscal reality, given the units' prevailing 
Fund incrmse for merit raises should also priorities and needs for their ~carce 
be given for each of the past three years. resources. 

Board Question: WHAT IS THE NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF FACUL1Y WHO RECEIVED 0% 
TO 1% MERIT RAISE IN THE PAST THREE YEARS, AND WHY IS THIS THE CASE? 
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x. Each Institution should provide The essence of our response to 
information to the Boaro on a) how poorly Recommendation IX is applicable to this 
performing faculty were evaluated in recommendation as well. Delete this 
teaching, research and service, b) in what recommendation with the understanding 
specific areas of each category they were that the institutions will be expected to 
perceived as deficient, c) the actions taken establish such policies and procedures, and 
to as.sist faculty in overcoming weaknesses, to give a high priority to faculty 
d) the results of that assistance. development for ml faculty. 

XI. Each lmt.itution should provide Acceptable with the part stricken out and 
information to the Board on procedures to boldface part added. Limit the 
improve teaching. FJueh as--those-initiated recommendation to information purposes. 
~ently at PSG should be-tried en~ther 
e&ffll'ttSeS ,titn tne-e"leluatien of lite 
euteeme. t=he pilot studies shewd be 
e\1aluateEI te determine If thk, pAlea 
should be meN vtidely useEl aer-ess eaeh 
eam~ 

Board Ouestion:- WHAT INTERVENTIONS, INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT '%, 
ACTMTIES, HAVE OCCURRED TO ASSIST FACULTY IN THE ABOVE CATEGORIES? WITH WHAT 
SUCCESS? -

,:£C 

Board Question: SHOULD FACULTY, WHO - HAVE BEEN PROMOTED, RECEIVE A FIXED 

MINIMUM PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN SALARY TO ACKNOWLEDGE THAT ACHIEVEMENT? ~ 

• 
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FACULTY SENATE 

Wichita State University 

Minutes of the Meeting of Monday, September 26, 1994 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Allen, Badgett, Bair, Bajaj, Benson, Burk, 
Byrum, Campbell, Cavarozzi, Celestin, Chambers, Christensen, 
Ciboski, Clark, Combs, Desilva, Duell, Eaglesfield, Erickson, 
Foster, Gythiel, Hanrahan, Hawley, Hay, Horn, Houts, Hoyer, 
Kelly, Koppenhaver, Lancaster, Mandt, Matson, Parkhurst, Paske, 
Patton, Schommer, Sharp, Sutterlin, Swan, Terrell, Wahlbeck, 
Williamson, Yeager, Zandler. 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Boneh, Brown, Carroll, Chaudhuri, G. Davis, 
L. Davis, Fowler, Greywall, Gupta, Hundley, Kraft, Lansing. 

GUESTS: Susan Kruger, Don Nance, Stephen Gladhart, Ruth 
Hitchcock. 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 

1. Ad Hoc Committee on Faculty Status and Unclassified 
Professional Full-Time Teachers report -- accepted part I. 

I. CALL OF THE MEETING TO ORDER: The meeting was called to 
order by President Cavarozzi at 3:30 p.m . 

II. INFORMAL STATEMENTS: 
Senator Duell asked if the Executive Committee has 

identified any ways the Senate could make our position stronger 
with the Regents, particularly making them aware of how we police 
ourselves. President Cavarozzi mentioned the report Assoc. Vice 
President Zoller prepared on retention, but Senators Duell, 
Hoyer, and Paske remarked that it was very narrowly focused. 
Senator Paske remarked that the key question is to what degree we 
are encouraging certain faculty to leave and how successful we 
are in doing this. Senator Duell suggested that some research 
into the last several years could document our success. 
President Cavarozzi will bring this issue up with the Senate 
Executive Committee. 

Senator Houts mentioned the library funding document that 
has been circulating and if there will be a senate initiative 
concerning this issue. President Cavarozzi and Senator Mandt 
reported on various faculty concerns about this issue including 
those expressed by a group of senior faculty. Senator Mandt 
remarked that the library budget increased by only one percent 
and is concerned about what will happen next year to the 
humanities journals. He went on to state that the faculty has 
written a blank check to the library for its needs, but library 
support has not been forthcoming. With no influx of state funds 
for the - library other alternatives are necessary to solve this 
problem. President Cavarozzi expressed the desire for the 
faculty to answer concerns about the future of the library, and 



the Senate Executive Committee will put this issue on a future 
agenda. • 

Senator Eaglesfield assured the Senate that the library is 
making every effort to manage this situation as wisely as 
possible. Senator Williamson asked about the October 5 deadline 
for decisions concerning journal cuts. Senator Eaglesfield 
replied that the deadline is October 12, but the library needed a 
few days to make final decisions. She reminded the Senate that a 
letter was sent out last spring about this issue. Senator 
Williamson asked what role the survey played in deciding upon 
cancellations. Senator Eaglesfield replied that the subject 
librarians make the decisions but that the survey did play a role 
in the decision-making and is still being analyzed. 

Senator Wahlbeck mentioned that the chemistry department is 
losing one third of its budget for journals and does not feel 
that taking money from journals to buy books is the best use of 
funds. 

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Senator Swan mentioned that there 
were several guests at the last meeting who were not included 
under "Guests" in the minutes. Senator Bajaj requested President 
Hughes name be removed from the members absent category. 

Minutes of the September 12, 1994, meeting were approved as 
corrected. 

IV: PRESIDENT'S REPORT: 
President Cavarozzi added information concerning a visit to • . 

campus by Regent Karen Krepps on Friday, November 4. She asked 
members of the Senate to meet with Regent Krepps on Friday at 
3:00 p.m. in this room. Senator Lancaster asked for some 
information about Regent Krepps' background. President Cavarozzi 
responded that Regent Krepps is an executive with SPRINT with a 
great interest in distance learning. 

President Cavarozzi encouraged the senators to participate 
in the Run Against Hunger to be held on Friday and Saturday 
October 7 and 8. A sign-up sheet is in the senate office. 

V: COMMITTEE REPORTS 
Senator Campbell reported the Rules Committee would like to 

submit for approval of the Senate the following names for 
appointment: 

Ruth Hitchcock to complete the term for the College of 
Education caused by the resignation of Charles 

Romig. 
General Education 

Faculty Affairs 

John Koppenhaver 
James Jones 
Fred Kraft 

The recommendations were accepted. 

3 yr. term 
II II 

II II 

Nominations were opened for one vacancy on the Planning and 
Budget Committee from LAS Social Sciences, LAS Math/Natural 
Sciences, Fine Arts or Academic Services. No nominations were 
forthcoming from the floor. 
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Senator Mandt moved that nominations be made at the next 
meeting. Seconded by Senator Hoyer. Approved . 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 
President Cavarozzi called upon Senator Paske to continue 

discussion of the Ad Hoc committee on Non-tenurable Teachers 
report. 

Senator Paske summarized the discussion so far. The 
committee had presented the report and asked the Senate to 
approve it in principle, delaying implementation for one year. 
The goal being to bring those people who are teaching half-time 
or more, and are not members of the general faculty, into the 
general faculty. The committee realized that there are some 
difficult issues to consider in bringing them into the general 
faculty. Among these issues are the following: their teaching 
situations are different from the standard situations; and 
because of the comparative newness of their disciplines within 
the university, a very hard look has to be taken at what would be 
appropriate tenure and promotion guidelines. At this point it is 
essential to consult with those in the unclassified professional 
category who are currently teaching half-time or more so they 
will have the main responsibility for determining appropriate 
tenure and promotion standards. The committee believes, however, 
that to expedite matters it would be a good idea for the Senate 
to appoint an ad hoc committee from the general faulty to work in 
conjunction with the committee from the unclassified professional 
teachers to make certain that there are no oversights. However, 
the unclassified professional teachers would have the primary 
responsibility for developing the tenure and promotion 
guidelines. That is the motion presently before the Senate. 
President Cavarozzi then asked for further discussion. 

Senator Burk asked if a sub-committee from Senator Paske's 
committee would work in conjunction with the unclassified 
professional committee. Senator Paske responded that the Senate 
Executive Committee would appoint a committee that might or might 
not include members of the current committee. He would expect 
that the Executive Committee would consult with members from both 
categories to see what would be mutually acceptable. 

Senator Paske went on to clarify what "acceptance in 
principle" of this report meant . The underlying principle of 
this report is that teaching is the responsibility of the general 
faculty. He believes it has been a serious mistake within the 
university to assign teaching responsibilities outside the 
general faculty. The committee believes that we must correct 
this as soon as possible. The report is presupposing the 
principle that within a year these teachers would present tenure 
and promotion guidelines and would become part of the general 
faculty. Other than that, things are wide open for discussion. 

Senator Hawley asked if the principle the Senate is asked to 
accept is as follows: there should be one university faculty, and 
the mechanics as to how this will occur is open to study over the 
next year. Senator Paske confirmed this, with the addition that 
what the committee is suggesting is fairly plausible but 
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represents just one possible solution. 
Senator Lancaster asked who would formulate the guidelines 

for tenure and promotion. Senator Paske and President Cavarozzi 
responded that individuals within the relevant disciplines would 
develop them. 

Senator Burke called on Unclassified Professional Senate 
President Don Nance to respond. President Nance informed the 
Senate that he is supportive of studying this issue. He would 
propose a joint committee to study the issue, and not a sub
committee of unclassified professionals that are monitored by a 
committee of faculty. He had no issue with the broad principle 
but did express concerns with the current proposal. 

Senator Byrum asked if, after the year of study, no new 
proposals come from these discussions, and we endorse the 
principle of this proposal, then would this proposal become the 
endorsed proposal for the Senate. Senator Paske replied that 
this proposal would come back to the Senate, and the committee 
would ask the Senate to implement it. Senator Byrum asked if the 
implementation would be by vote or would be automatic. Senator 
Paske responded that it would be by vote. 

Senator Paske then asked for a point of clarification about 
what President Nance was proposing. He asked if it is the case 
that the Unclassified Professional Senate does agree that all 
teachers should become members of the general faculty and be 
transferred. President Nance then said he was responding only to 
Senator Hawley's broad general statement. He went on to say that 
the unclassified professionals are opposed to having people 
transferred into a limbo state that puts their entire 
professional futures at risk without some real clarity. 
The Unclassified Professional Senate also think that there will 
be a variety of categories that will come out of the 
deliberations that would be acceptable to both the current 
unclassified professionals and the faculty senate. 

Senator Paske wanted to focus on what the issue is, that is, 
weather or not there will be teaching members of the university 
that will be in other categories than the general faculty. The 
general faculty has the responsibility for teaching at the 
university, he said, and it follows from that all teachers should 
be under the general faculty. He continued that he does not 
believe that this issue is open to consultation. The question, 
he believes, is how to bring these people into the general 
faculty in a fair way, and recognize the diversity of individuals 
in that group. The committee is proposing a year to work out 
those particular problems. But the committee members feel very 
strongly that it must be clear that teaching must be the 
responsibility of the general faculty, and that it is time to 
bring all these teachers into the general faculty. 

President Nance clarified his position by explaining that 
there are a number of unclassified professionals who teach two 
classes one semester, don't teach again for two years, then teach 
one class, and then teach a full load. His point is that many 
unclassified professionals are doing different things each 
semester. 

Senator Paske responded that a person who teaches one class 

• 
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one semester and not again for two years is not a half-time 
teacher. The definition of a faculty member is someone who is 
teaching half-time or more each semester. 

Senator Celestin asked if there are models of similar 
situations and if the committee studied them. Senator Paske 
responded that this is a national problem. What has happened at 
other institutions is similar to what has happened here, rather 
than confronting the issue, the university has tried to get 
around the problem. Senator Hawley added that there are models 
in which people do not do what the traditional faculty do and 
this is being studied in the College of Health Professions. 

Senator Campbell asked if the unclassified senate would want 
the people on joint committee to be solely from that group. 
President Nance responded that he would think that primary 
representation would be from those affected constituents, but he 
would endeavor to make it broader than just the College of 
Health, because it impacts about every college at this 
institution. 

Senator Williamson moved the previous question. Senator 
Paske identified that the committee report had been offered as a 
motion. Senator Burke asked if the motion will eliminate, or 
include, President Nance's suggestion for a joint committee. 
Senator Paske replied that it does not include the suggestion. 

Senator Williamson reminded the Senate that what was on the 
floor was the report of a Senate committee and does not need a 
second. The report as presented and interpreted is the motion 
brought forward . 

President Nance mentioned that the report does not have 
anything about the one-year delay or the other things we have 
been talking about. Senator Paske replied that when he 
introduced the report he had indicated that he was asking for a 
one-year delay. 

Senator Byron clarified the situation by reporting that the 
motion rests on the report from the committee. If the report 
does not mention the one-year study and the joint committee, then 
he believes that these might be separate motions. Senator 
Williamson then withdrew his motion. 

Senator Mandt then offered to amend the committee report as 
follows: The Senate endorses the principle that all persons 
holding primarily faculty teaching assignments should be members 
of the general faculty; it recommends the creation of a joint 
committee with the Unclassified Professional Senate to study this 
matter for a period of not greater than one year, to report back 
to the tw<- Senates on their findings; the proposal on how to 
implement ·this principle, embodied in our committee's report, 
should be offered to that task force as a basis for discussion; 
that they should be open to other discussions; and if there is no 
action by that committee by the end of the year, this report will 
come back to the Senate for consideration and action. Senator 
Lancaster seconded. 

Senator Paske asked if Senator Mandt's amendment and/or 
report indicates that all people who teach half-time or more at 
the university will be come members of the general faculty. 

Senator Mandt responded that exactly what counts for half 



time or more would not be defined in advance. 
Senator Terrell moved the previous question on amendments. 

Senator Horn seconded. Approved. Move to the question. 
Approved. 

Dr. Kruger had two concerns: (1) that members of the joint 
committee from the unclassified professional group should be 
teaching faculty, and (2) that if the proposal comes back, she is 
very opposed to a interim status. President Cavarozzi assured 
Dr. Kruger that if the proposal comes back to the Senate that she 
will be notified. 

Senator Duell informed the Senate that one more vote is 
necessary to approve the report as amended. President Cavarozzi 
called for the vote. Approved. 

Senate Hawley moved that we urge the unclassified senate 
tha~ representatives from that group should be teaching faculty. 
Seconded by Senator Celestin. Approved. 

Senator Paske then requested consideration of the second 
half of the report. Senator Mandt moved to postpone the second 
half of this report until a later time. Seconded by Senator Swan. 

Senator Paske opposed this motion. He reminded the Senate 
that this issue was raised by the central administration and is a 
very important issue and one we need to deal with. Senator Mandt 
explained that the new business on the agenda today is not 
available for discussion because of the timing when the Regents 
will be considering this issue. President Cavarozzi informed the 
Senate that there is one more Senate meeting before this issue 
comes up. Senator Hawley proposed a friendly amendment to the 
motion to postpone until the next Senate meeting. Seconded by 
Senator Lancaster. 

Senator Terrell urged the Senate to oppose this motion as he 
felt this report could be completed in the time remaining and 
that the second issue on the agenda needed full senate 
participation. Senator Erickson spoke in favor of the motion 
because he would appreciate another week to think about the 
issues involved. 

Senator Clark move the previous question, approved. 
President Cavarozzi called for a vote on the main motion to 

postpone the discussion of part two of this report until the 
October 10 Senate meeting. By a show of hands the motion passed, 
19 in favor with 16 opposed. 

VI: NEW BUSINESS 
President Cavarozzi explained that the faculty evaluation 

response is being brought before all six faculty senates in the 
Regents institutions for discussion and vote. 

Senator Williamson asked President Cavarozzi for further 
explanation of this issue. President Cavarozzi explained that on 
May 10th, a set of questions raised by the Board of Regents 
about faculty evaluations along with responses and 
recommendations was distributed. The Council of Faculty Senate 
Presidents and others requested that this item be put on the 
November agenda so the six Regents institutions would have time 
to discuss it. COFSP met at a retreat and tried to reach a 
consensus that would acknowledge that there does need to be some 
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system of accountability. The attached document is the proposed 
response agreed to by the Senate presidents . 

Senator Lancaster asked what the final outcome of this issue 
will be. President Cavarozzi said they are going to vote on this 
in terms of acceptance from Regent Hiebert's original proposal. 
Student Senate presidents do support this document. She added 
that the Board of Regents do listen and try to follow what the 
students recommend. Senator Duell asked when you say the students 
senate presidents support this, do you mean the proposal as 
coming from Regent Reibert or from the University senate 
presidents? President Cavarozzi said as modified by COFSP. 

Senator Clark asked if this support includes what is 
mentioned in point 5 [evaluation by a short form]. He expressed 
concern about the use of a uniform short form. President 
Cavarozzi replied that as you see here, the faculty senate 
presidents do not support this and students are supportive of our 
position. 

Senator Byrum remarked that section five could be 
interpreted that each campus has autonomy to select a campus
wide questionnaire. President Cavarozzi confirmed Senator 
Byrum's statement. The Council of Faculty Senate Presidents have 
tried to have as much autonomy as possible remain on campus. 
Senator Swan interpreted number five, that the decision making 
could go to each unit, which he took to mean each college as 
opposed to campus? President Cavarozzi said it means the 
department. Senator Swan pointed out that the change is that 
currently it is the option of the faculty, and this change would 
mean some centralization either to the department or entire 
campus. President Cavarozzi replied that a unit could decide to 
allow each faculty member to decide. 

Senator Terrell felt that the entire document strikes him as 
a Board of Regents vote of no confidence in the administration, 
and that the Regents are seeking to preempt administrative 
procedures for evaluation of faculty. President Cavarozzi did 
not think the Regents see it that way. 

Senator Bair reminded the Senate that the Regents want 
"accountability, accountability, accountability." This is one of 
the measures that they can get some accountability. 

Senator Terrell felt that the real issue is whether or not 
the administration of the university is accountable to the 
Regents for implementing what the Regents see as accountability. 

Senator Mandt said that some viewed this proposal with 
contempt. He said that the Senate is discussing this as if it 
were a political problem, and it is not. Faculty evaluation is 
a fundamental academic and professional issue, not a political 
problem to be solved by inventing imaginary numbers that then can 
be _called ratings of faculty. Evaluation is a very serious and 
complicated process. If this faculty goes on record saying it 
would accept such a thing as a legitimate act of evaluation, he 
believes that the we will have "cut our throats." 

President Cavarozzi responded that, with everyone she had 
spoken to regarding this issue, that this was a very serious 
approach. A policy that faculty should be rated by students once 
a year is a long way from what students first wanted which was 
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for every faculty to be evaluated for every class every semester. 
Senator Mandt replied that if student satisfaction becomes 

the measure of performance, we have become "clerks passing out 
merchandise." 

Senator Matson observed that there appears to be plenty of 
room for us to participate in the dialogue with all the 
constituents. He believes that faculty evaluations, which include 
students ratings, benefit both the students and faculty. He 
thinks it has been done in a haphazard way in the past, and he 
asked the Senate to take this opportunity to improve it. 

Senator Campbell reminded the Senate that last year the 
Senate took a stand on evaluation of tenured faculty. She 
expressed concern that the Senate is revisiting this same issue 
again. 

Senator Hawley remarked that she did not object to student 
evaluations, but she was concerned that student evaluations will 
be the only documents used for evaluation. She believes that 
this document does give room for other evaluation mechanism. 

Senator Clark felt that, overall, this document offers a 
fundamentally sound view especially with regard to Section II. 

Senator Swan said that he would be worried if the Senate did 
not go forward in some way, a far more rigid document might be 
adopted by the Board of Regents in the future. 

President Cavarozzi summarized by saying that, regardless of 
what is sent forward, there should be a cover letter that can 
address our concerns and questions. The Senate Executive 
Committee will be calling on some Senate members to help frame 
the cover letter. 

Senator Hoyer moved to adjourn. Seconded by Senator 
Terrell. 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Michael Kelly 
Secretary 
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