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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 
11•111 Room. 107 CR 3:30 p.m. 

Meeting Notice: Monday, April 14, 1997 
Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 

Ill. Approval of Minutes 

IV. President's Report 

V. Committee Reports 
A. Annual Reports: (pink attachments) 

Court of Academic Appeals 
University Curriculum 

VI. Old Business 
A. Election of President-Elect 

VII. New Business 
A. October Break - Christopher Brooks (from 3110197 agenda) 

8. Academic Program Review in Kansas Regents System 
(tan attachment) 

VIII. As May Arise 
!~IUII!P.itflli.ttlill!Mi~lt 

i: Eiiµl~yi1$'.inliiIIJ.iu.®.~]iilI!il!m,fail{O~lJILllt~m 
::::::::::::::::::::::;t::::::t::= :::1:::::t::1t::::1:1::::::;~111w.I:t~GJl#ltI!~I!;I:IJ!lllf=iji;iltI!wi~tfl 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Donna Hawley, President 
Jolynne Campbell, Past President 
Sue Bair, Vice President 
Jean Eaglesfield, Secretary 
President-Elect 
ELECTED BY SENATE 

Christopher Brooks 
Elmer Hoyer 

APPOINTED BY PRESIDENT 
Donald Byrum 

5724 
3146 
3340 
3591 

6194 
3415 

3551 

Box41 
Box43 
Box 16 
Box68 

Box 14 
Box44 

Box67 
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WICHITA SD\TE UNIVERSI1Y 
De11nrtment of Mathematics and Statistics 

To: Ms. Donna Hawley, President - Faculty Senate ~ 
From: Prem N. Bajaj, Chair - Court of Student Academic Appeals ~ ~: ../ 
Subject: Annual Report ~ 
Dated: March 27, 1997 

The Court of Student Academic Appeals (CSAA) makes the final decision on cases 
appealed to it regarding students' requests for a change of grade, or other matters regarding 
academic requirements which the student can challenge. 

In the past, students have appealed either to change their grades or to rescind the 
dismissal. 

CSAA meets as needed. Even though the number of meetings is, rather, small the 
process is long and each case takes about five weeks to be resolved. 

Currently one case is pending. We hope to be able to resolve it before the end of this 
semester. 

The members of CSAA are: 
Faculty- Prem N. Bajaj 

Mary McHugh 
Bert Smith 

Students- James Crews II 
Larry Easley 

Each of the members did a fine job and I commend them for this. I, also, express 
my gratitude to Dr. John Schuh, Associate Vice-President for Student Affairs for 
providing guidance whenever needed . 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260-0033 Telephone: (316) 689-3160 Fax: (316) 689-3748 
Bitnet: MATHSTAT@1WSUVM Internet: mathstat@twsuvm.uc.twsu.edu 
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REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE 

UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 

March 27, 1997 

The members of the committee during the 1996-7 academic year have been: 

Dorothy Crum, Fine Arts, term expires spring 1998 
Jean Eaglesfield, Academic Services, term expires spring 1999 
David Ericson, LAS Social Science, term expires spring 1997 
Daniel Gilligan, Student Member, term expires spring 1997 
Kirk Lancaster, LAS Math/Nat Sci, term expires spring 1998 
Richard Laptad, Education, term expires spring 1998 
Dwight Murphey, Chair, Business, term expires spring 1999 
Diane Quantic, LAS Humanities, term expires spring 1997 
Tiruvadi Ravigururajan, Engineering, term expires spring 1999 
Roger Scudds, Health Professions, term expires spring 1997 

Gayle Davis served ex-officio, representing Administration 

Frequency of meetings: The committee met four times during the fall semester and will meet 
at least four times during the spring. 

Business of the committee: The committee has not had a major agenda before it this year. It 
was charged by the Faculty Senate a year ago with the responsibility to survey, at the end of the 
fall semester 1996 and spring semester 1997, those persons who had used the new Curriculum 
Change Form that went into effect on August 1, 1996. The committee prepared a questionnaire 
at the beginning of the spring semester 1997, and this was sent to all such users. On the basis 
of the responses, the committee has agreed upon certain revisions in the form. Because they are 
not extensive, the committee has decided not to recommend them to the Faculty Senate until 
after the survey is done following the spring semester and the results of that are obtained. 

Two items of business were referred to the committee by the vice-president's office. One had 
to do with consideration of the proposed "University 101: An Introduction to the University" 
course, which is similar to the "master student" courses that have been under consideration in 
certain colleges. The committee approved this course. The other item of business had to do 
with the catalogue policy that withdrawals from courses constitute "attempted courses." The 
Administration sought to remove this rule so that they would not count as attempts under the rule 
that a student may attempt a course only three times. The committee approved this change. 

Pending issues: As charged by the Faculty Senate, the committee will conduct a second survey, 
at the end of the spring semester, of those who have used the new Curriculum Change Form . 
The committee will then submit its recommendations as to a changed form (reflecting action 
decided upon with regard to the criticisms that may be contained in the responses) to the Faculty 



Senate for possible action next fall. 

Recommendations: The committee found that the Registrar's Office has not been counting 
withdrawals as "attempted courses" for at least 22 years, despite the catalogue rule that has been 
in existence all that time stating that they do so count. This disparity is now being corrected by 
the change mentioned above. The disparity does suggest, however, the possibility that other 
differences exist between published policy and actual practice. The committee recommends that 
the Senate Executive Committee charge an appropriate committee next year to inquire into this 
possibility and to recommend appropriate changes either in catalogue policy or administrative 
practice. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dwight D. Murphey, Chair 
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Draft for Discussion 
Academic Affairs 

March 19, 1997 

ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW IN THE KANSAS REGENTS SYSTEM 

I. Academic Program Review and Institutional Mission Development, 1997 - 1999. 

From 1982 to 1990, the Kansas Board of Regents and Regents universities reviewed every academic degree 
program within the Regents system at least once. Born in an era of fiscal constraint, the first cycle of program 
review resulted in the modification or discontinuance of over 180 degree programs and a documented savings 
to the State of Kansas of over $1 million. Equally significant, however, the campus-based program review 
initiated in 1991 was a critical feature of the study of the missions, roles and aspirations of the Kansas Regents 
universities. The mission study resulted in the modification, merger or discontinuance of an additional 182 
programs or units, and reported reinvestments totaling approximately $18 million from FY 1994 - FY 1998. 
The first cycle of program review and the 1991 - 1993 mission study established a place for program review 
in the culture of Kansas higher education. Program review is critical to the self-knowledge and effective self
management of the six universities governed by the Kansas Board of Regents. 

In 1997, the Regents universities face continued fiscal constraints and an array of additional challenges that 
include a profound need to improve faculty compensation; accommodate changes in the mix, preparation and 
volume of students enrolling in the universities; integrate new instructional technologies; and respond to 
increased accountability demands. In preparation for the new realities confronting Kansas higher education, 
the Board and universities implemented VISION 2020, a rubric for pursuing change in designated areas of 
university life. VISION 2020 is not a substitute for program review nor is it a vehicle to refine the missions 
and roles of the Regents universities. However, if properly crafted, program review and VISION 2020 can be 
complementary and mutually reinforcing. 

Program review must support the efforts of the universities and the Board to respond to these new realities by 
increasing institutional flexibility and supporting campus plans to fulfill assigned institutional missions as well 

.as the initiatives within VISION 2020. Program review most fully enables the universities to develop and 
refine their mission and roles within Kansas higher education. As such, it is also one of the most important 
activities to support the ability of the Board and the universities to align academic programs with institutional 
missions and priorities. Consistent with VISION 2020, program review is concerned with the improvement 
of curriculum and instruction and the use of faculty time and talent. Program review is inextricably bound to 
the allocation of resources within the Regents universities. Because of its focus on mission development and 
refinement, program review is linked to future actions to improve faculty salaries and revenue streams for 
technology enhancements. 

Acknowledging these realities, the Council of Chief Academic Officers and the Council of Presidents reiterated 
their support for a new cycle of program review at their meetings in Hays, Kansas in September 1996. In 
response, the following outlines a proposed process for a new cycle of program review in the Kansas Regents 
system. 

II. Purposes and Goals for Academic Program Review . 

. The Board and Regents universities conceive program review as integral to the academic planning process that 
• occurs at both the institutional and system levels. Therefore, program review contains both institutional and 
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syst1 ~ls within a set of overarching purposes. Stated generally, program review is intended to improve 
the c ~Iffy of the academic programs offered by the Regents universities. Program review also provides an 
f i_ ,rwu,t opportunity for faculty to reflect on educational practices and review the role of their programs in 

~~context of the rotality of programs offered by the Regents universities. This is accomplished by ensuring: 

1. the highest possible level of academic program quality; 
2. an appropriate differentiation of institutional missions and roles within the Regents system; 
3. optimal effectiveness in the use of State and student resources; and 
4. maximum responsiveness to the intellectual, cultural and workforce needs of the State. 

Although the overarching purposes remain the same, the goals and operation of program review vary at the 
campus and system levels. A differentiation of goals implies that the campuses and the system have different 
responsibilities in the program review process. Goals for program review at the campus level include but are 
not limited to: 

1. strengthening the quality and accessibility of academic programs by assessing existing program 
strengths and concerns; 

2. augmenting institutional self-management by identifying and articulating academic program needs 
and campus priorities; and 

3. identifying needs to reorganize academic programs, including modification, merger and 
discontinuance. 

The Regents universities may specify or add to these campus goals for program review. 

At the system level, the primary goals for program review include: 

1. ensuring that program quality and program priorities are consistent with institutional missions and 
roles; 

2. refining the scope of program offerings to optimize student access and use of resources; and 
3. identifying viable opportunities for minimizing unjustifiable program duplication and supporting 

appropriate institutional cooperation. 

m. The Program Review Process 

A. A Common Program Review Data Base 

Program review begins appropriately at each Regents university with the development and collection of 
data on each academic degree program. The common program review data base identifies the specific 
program infonnation the universities will report to the Board. Attachment l provides the instructions, 
operational definitions and reporting format for the elements in the program review data base that will 
be collected by each institution and reported to the Board. The common program review data base will 
follow the departmental structure of the Regents universities, as well as provide information about 
discrete academic programs. For the purposes of this review, programs are identified by their CIP code 
and degree leveL The Regents universities will report the statistical infonnation identified in Attachment 
1 to the Board office no later than March 16, 1998. 
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B. ti tional Reviews or Academic Programs 

lthough program review is ultimately focused on discrete academic programs, the larger context of 
institutional planning, management and budgeting of the university should be enhanced by the process. 
Thus, the development and implementation of a program review process should integrate the systemwide 
objectives for program review with the institutional environment for planning, management and 
budgeting. Each Regents university is charged with the review of its academic programs and the 
determination of its own process for program review, within a systemwide framework of expectations for 
the review and a shared timeline for its various phases. Each university will use the reviews to establish 
priorities for its academic programs and allocate resources among programs. 

For the purposes of the Board's review of academic degree programs, however, the number of programs 
reviewed will be trimmed to focus on those programs that do not meet critical thresholds, as indicated by 
basic program information. Programs meeting the critical thresholds and not otherwise identified for 
review will not be further reviewed in the Board's process. These programs may be subject to campus 
review processes, however. Programs not meeting each critical threshold will undergo a focused review 
by the university, according to the process and criteria discussed in section IV. The process and specific 
indicators used to identify these programs are distinguished by degree level, as outlined below. 

C. Undergraduate Education 
Faculty strengths and program quality affect and are affected by the commitments of the Regents 
universities to high quality undergraduate education. Each Regents university has an important mission 
in undergraduate education. Undergraduate courses and programs, particularly in the liberal arts and 
sciences, provide a foundation for higher learning and preparation for careers. Consequently, the 
universities place a premium on quality teaching in undergraduate programs. This does not negate, but 
requires that the Regents universities also establish a priority for scholarship, since one of the many uses 
of scholarship, research, and creative activity is to support the instructional process. 

Expectations for program need, service and effectiveness also vary by degree level. At the undergraduate 
level, program need can be assessed by number of majors, information on employer demand, and the role 
of the program in supporting other degree programs. Generally, undergraduate programs are expected 
to provide service to the discipline, university, region and state. The effectiveness of undergraduate 
programs is generally conceived in terms of their contributions to student learning and the ability of the 
institution to fulfill its mission. 

Undergraduate programs not meeting each of the following thresholds will be identified for focused 
program review according to the process and criteria established by the Board and the University. 

1. Number of Majors - baccalaureate programs should have an annual average of 50 or more junior and 
senior majors, computed over the five year period, Fall 1993 - Fall 1997. 

2. Number of Graduates - baccalaureate programs should have an annual average of 10 or more 
graduates, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

3. Number of Faculty FTE to Deliver the Program - baccalaureate programs should have an annual 
average of 3 or more faculty FTE with doctorate or appropriate terminal degree to deliver instruction 
in the major, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

• 4. Average ACT Score - baccalaureate programs should have an annual average ACT score that 
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£ xceeds the 20th percentile of composite ACT scores for junior, senior and fifth year undergraduate 
tudents, computed over the five year period, Fall 1993 - Fall 1997. 

Cf uate Level 1 

Graduate Level 1 refers to master's programs. Educational specialist programs are also included in this 
category. Many departments at the University of Kansas and Kansas State University and, to a lesser 
extent, at Wichita State University, offer both master's and doctoral programs. Examples of this include 
Economics at KU, Agricultural Engineering at KSU, and Communications Disorders at WSU. Many 
other master's programs do not tie directly to doctoral programs but also deserve careful, separate 
attention. Included in this latter group are the M.B.A. programs at all six universities and, with the 
exception of Library Science at ESU, all master's programs at the three regional universities. 

Regardless of their relationship to doctoral programs, master's programs are considered to have their own 
integrity and are not viewed as simply a step toward a doctoral degree nor a mere continuation of 
undergraduate education. Master's programs have different student clienteles, different degree 
requirements, place graduates in different positions, and may involve different faculty than doctoral 
programs, even within the same department. Therefore, the universities should examine the unique 
qualities of each master's program and interpret, weight and apply the evaluation criteria in a manner 
appropriate to Graduate Level 1 programs. 

Graduate Level 1 programs not meeting each of the following thresholds will be identified for focused 
program review according to the process and criteria established by the Board and the University. 

(• 

• 

I. Number of Majors - Graduate level 1 programs should have an annual average of 20 or more majors, • 
computed over the five year period, Fall 1993 - Fall 1997. 

- -
2. Number of Graduates - Graduate level I programs should have an annual average of 5 or more 

graduates, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

3. Number of Faculty FTE to Deliver the Program - Graduate level 1 programs offered in departments 
that also offer the baccalaureate should have an annual average of an additional 3 faculty FTE with 
the doctorate or appropriate terminal degree (for a total of 6) to deliver instruction in the graduate 
major, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

Graduate level 1 programs offered in departments that do not offer the baccalaureate should have 
a minimum of 3 faculty FTE with the doctorate or appropriate terminal degree to deliver instruction 
in the graduate major, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

The first and third thresholds are established in Board policy for the approval of new degree programs. 
The second threshold has been used as a criterion in previous program reviews as a measure of 
productivity. 

E. Graduate Level 2 
Graduate Level 2 refers to doctoral and first professional programs, which includes such disciplines as 
Jaw, medicine, pharmacy, and veterinary medicine. Doctoral education cannot be appropriately conceived 
as a mere continuation of master's level programming. Doctoral education is altogether different. The 
learning process in doctoral education is structured differently and it serves vastly different purposes from • 
either undergraduate or master's programs. Generally, doctoral programs enroll fewer students because 
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ntail a more intensive, one-on-one instructional relationship between faculty and students . 

arch and scholarship undergird doctoral education more directly than at other instructional levels, 
~ ty that impacts the distribution of faculty time and talent. Sponsored research tends to play a more 
V significant role in doctoral education. Broader service expectations also characterize doctoral education. 

Many doctoral programs in the Kansas Regents system serve not only the region and state, but the nation 
and beyond. These differences help to explain why doctoral education has a higher cost structure than 
either undergraduate education or Graduate Level 1 education. They also help explain why the criteria 
should be applied differently to the review of doctoral education. 

Graduate Level 2 programs not meeting each of the following thresholds will be identified for a focused 
program review according to the process and criteria established by the Board and the University. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Number of Majors - Graduate level 2 programs should have an annual average of 5 or more majors, 
computed over the five year period, Fall 1993 - Fall 1997. 

Number of Graduates - Graduate level 2 programs should have an annual average of 2 or more 
graduates, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

Number of Faculty FfE to Deliver the Program - Graduate level 2 programs offered in departments 
that also offer the baccalaureate and master's should have an annual average of an additional 2 
faculty FTE with the doctorate or appropriate terminal degree (for a total of 8) to deliver instruction 
in the graduate major, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

Graduate level 2 programs offered in departments that do not offer the baccalaureate should have 
a minimum of 5 faculty FfE with the doctorate or appropriate terminal degree to deliver instruction 
in the graduate major, computed over the five year period, FY 1993 - FY 1997. 

The first and third thresholds are established in Board policy for the approval of new degree programs. 
The second threshold has been used as a criterion in previous program reviews as a measure of 
productivity. 

F. Other Programs Identified for Focused Review 

Other programs meeting the critical thresholds may be identified for focused program review based on 
information pertaining to the program's quality or relationship to institutional mission. 

1. The university may designate any program for a focused review based on other information included 
in the program review data base or other information sources, such as assessment results, 
accreditation reports, and/or national or disciplinary rankings. The University of Kansas, Kansas 
State University, and Wichita State University are particularly encouraged to review the rankings 
of doctoral programs included in surveys such as the 1995 study published by the National Research 
Council, Research-Doctoral Pro2:rams in the United States: Continuity and Chan~e. Doctoral 
programs ranking below the 50th percentile should be designated for a focused review by the 
university. 

2. In consultation with the university and the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Board's academic committee, 
Board of Regents staff may recommend a focused review of programs based on concerns suggested 
by the program' s profile in the program review data base. 

5 



IV. FocJ~•tf.eview of Programs by the Regents Universities • o .(IJ'::.riterla for Campus Reviews of Programs 

Each program identified for a focused review will be examined by the university according to the criteria 
listed below. These criteria have relevance for all degree programs, regardless of discipline or degree 
level. However, the conceptualization, measurement, and application of these criteria in the review of 
academic programs will vary according to a variety of factors, including institutional mission and degree 
level. The Board is particularly concerned that the criteria are interpreted and applied appropriately to 
programs at different degree levels. 

1. Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution; 

2. The quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity and qualifications of the 
faculty; 

3. The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students 

4. Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program; 

5. The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and 

6. The program's cost-effectiveness. 

B. Indicators and Data Sources for Focused Reviews 

Institutional reviews of programs will not be limited to the statistical information outlined in Attachment 
1 but may include student learning assessment data, evaluations and recommendations from accreditation 
reports, data on student post-collegiate experiences, data gathered from the core and institution-specific 
performance indicators, and/or information in national or disciplinary rankings of program quality. 
Specific and/or additional information that relate to these criteria and that are meaningful and appropriate 
for the institution can be developed by each Regents university. The universities may consider and 
implement separate review processes for graduate and undergraduate education. Examples of appropriate 
indicators for graduate programs might include the value and quality indicators listed in the policy 
statement on Academic Review Qf Graduate Proirams, adopted by the Council on Graduate Schools. 

At the conclusion of this review each institution will develop and report to the Board of Regents a 
summary assessment of the program and recommendations for the program's future. Programs identified 
for a focused review will be reviewed from June 1998 to March 1999. 

V. Report and Recommendations to the Kansas Board of Regents 

Upon the conclusion of the reviews according to the proposed timeline appearing on Page 8, each Regents 
university will provide the Board with an executive summary of its review and program by program 
recommendations. The campus reports to the Board should aim for brevity and include the following: 
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page institutional overview describing the review process, how data sources were used to shape 
recommendations, and the most significant program changes or recommendations resulting from 

gram review; 

~. A two-page summary assessment and institutional recommendations for each program identified for a focused review; 

C. The statistical data sheets included in Attachment l for each department/discipline identified for a focused review; and 

D. A one-page institutional estimate of the fiscal implications of the recommended program changes for each 
fiscal year from FY 2000- FY 2005. 

Institutional reports and recommendations are due in the Board office on April 2, 1999. Campus reports will 
be summarized by Board of Regents staff, in consultation with institutional leadership, and the Chair and Vice
Chair of the Board's Academic Affairs Committee prior to first reading by the entire Board on May 20, 1999 
and Board action on June 24, 1999 . 
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Academic Program Review - Proposed Timeline 

Proposed Activity Completion l!ilR 

I. Board of Regents Consideration of and Action on Plan May 15, 1997 

2. Campus Collection of Statistical Overview Data for Common September 1997 - March 1998 
Program Review Data Base as Identified in Attachment 1 

3. Campus Report of Common Program Review Data Base to March 16, 1998 
Board Office 

4. Development of Campus Plans for Focused Reviews, Including September 1997 - March 1998 
Indicators and Information Sources 

5. Identification of Programs for Focused Review May 14, 1998 

6. Campus Reviews of Programs Identified for Focused Reviews September 1998 - March 1999 

7. Submis~ion of Campus Reports and Recommendations to the April 2, 1999 
Board of Regents 

8. First Reading of Campus Reports and Recommendations by the May 20, 1999 
Board of Regents 

9. Consideration of and Action on Campus Reports and June 24, 1999 
Recommendations by the Board of Regents 
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PROGRAM REVIEW - STATISTICAL OVERVIEW 
INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS1 

FY 1998 

Institution: Self Explanatory. 

Department; List the Department Name. 

ATIACHMENT 1 

Discipline: In many instances, the discipline is the same as the department name. However, there 
are departments that have several disciplines within them. For instance, a Sociology, Anthropology 
and Social Work Department has three disciplines that should be listed under the discipline section. 

Section I: Departmental Data: The data in this section is provided for each department unless 
requested by the Board of Regents to disaggregate the data into disciplines within a department. 

Part A: Departmental Instructional Expenditures. Part A is completed to capture the total 
General Use Instructional expenditures for the department for FY 1993 to FY 1997. The General 
Use definition is the same as that used for the Kansas Cost Study which includes Sponsored 
Research Overhead funding. The expenditures are separated by Salaries/Benefits and Other 
Operating Expenditures (OOE). The third line is the total of Salaries/Benefits and OOE. The five 
year growth trend should be expressed in a percent of the present growth or decline in dollars for the 
five year period reported. The growth trend is calculated by subtracting FY 1993 Total Expenditures 
from FY 1997 Total Expenditures and dividing it by FY 1993 Total Expenditures. The Department 
General Use Insttuctional Expenditures as a percent of the Institution's General Use Instructional is 
calculated by dividing line three by the Institution's General Use Instructional Expenditures. The 
five year growth trend is the difference between the percent in FY 1997 and FY 1993 divided by FY 
1993 percent. 

Part B: Student Credit Hour Production. Part B should reflect the total student credit hours 
(SCH) generated by department for FY 1993 to FY 1997. Show the total number of SCH taught for 
the Summer, Fall and Spring semesters of each fiscal year requested. The student credit hour 
production should be reported by level and a total of all the levels. Line 6 is the percent of 
Undergraduate SCH produced by the department in relation to the Institution's Undergraduate SCH 
produced for FY 1993 to FY 1997. Line 7 is the percent of Graduate SCH produced by the 
department in relation to the Institution's Total Graduate SCH produced for FY 1994 to FY 1997. 

• 1developed by CIRO December 13, 1993; updated by Board Staff February 18, 1997. 
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All percents should be reported to the nearest 100th (e.g. 2.05%). 

Part C: Cost per Credit Hour. The general principles and definitions utilized in the Kansas Cost 
~ govern the departmental costs per credit hour identified in this item. For each fiscal year, 
report the cost per credit hour for each level from the HEGIS discipline in which the department is 
located. 

Part D: Percent of Departmental SCH taken by the Department's Undergraduates, 
Graduates, and Non-Departmental majors. Part D will show what percent of the SCH generated 
by the department is concentrated within the department or outside the department for Fall 1994 and 
Fall 1997. In other words, Part D is a means to identify those departments which provide a service 
to other departments and to the University. Report the percent of department SCH generated by 
Undergraduates majoring in the department and Graduates majoring in the department. The percent 
of SCH that have not been accounted for by the majors within the department should be reported 
under non-majors. 

Part E: Department Faculty. Part E will show the size and demographics of the department from 
the faculty side based on actual appointees rather than budgeted. (1) Report the department total 
number (headcount) of instructional/research/public service personnel who are tenured or on tenure 
track which includes full-time and part-time personnel for Fall 1997 with 50% or more of their 
primary assignment in instruction. This is similar to the i~tructions used for the Board of Regents 
DBTF Report. (2) From the number reported in line 1, report the number and percent of faculty with 
terminal degrees. Also, define what is meant by terminal degree (ifit is different than a PhD.) since 
some program areas have different standards for terminal degrees. (3) From the number reported 
in line 1, report the percent and number who have tenure. (4) Report the number and percent offull
tirne faculty within the department who are oudgeted 100% in the Institution. (5) Calculate the five 
year growth trend (percent) in headcount using the number reported in line 1 and subtract from the 
total department headcount (full-time and part-time) in FY 1994 and divide by the FY 1994 total 
headcount. ( 6) report the full-time equivalent (FTE) of instructional faculty in the department. 

Part F: Actual Instructional FTE. Part Fis reflecting Faculty teaching loads for Fall 1994 and 
Fall 1997 reflecting actual appointments rather than budgeted. (1) Report the Department 
Instructional FTE of tenure/tenure track faculty. Tiris would include all faculty who have 50 percent 
or more of their assignment in instruction. (2) Report the graduate teaching assistants (GT A) FTE 
who are assigned to each department. Designate the GT A FTE which are instructor of record and 
which are not instructor of record. Instructor of record is defined as those GT A's who assign the 
grades for the class or who have total responsibility for the class from writing class notes, writing 
tests, evaluating classwork and assigning final grades. (3) Report all other instructional FTE within 
the department that does not fall in either line one or two and are contributing to the department. 
Adjunct faculty who are contributing would be counted as having 0.25 FTE in the department. (4) 

-This is the sum of FTE (line 1 through 3). (5) Report the student credit hours (SCH) generated by 
the department tenure/tenure track faculty. (6) Report the SCH generated by GTA's who are 
instructor of record. (7) Report the SCH generated by other instructional faculty. (8) Tbis is the sum 
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of SCH (line 5 through 7). Line 9 through 12 is the average SCH per FTE for each of the designated 
area. For line 9, divide the SCH generated by Faculty by the Tenure/I'enure Track Faculty Fl'E. 
For line 10, divide SCH generated by GTA's by the OTA instructor of record FTE. For line 11, 
divide SCH generated by Others by the Other FTE. Finally, line 12, divide total SCH generated by 
the department by the total Fl'E in the department including GT A's who are not instructor of record 
(line 8 divided by line 4). 

Section U; Major Data,; The data in this section is provided for each major. If a department has 
several majors, this section must be completed for each major. 

Department; Type the name of the department which "houses" the specific major. 

Discipline; Type the name of the major for which the following data is provided. 

CIP Code; Type the Classification of Instructional Program Code to denote the discipline. This 
code is the same code used for IPEDS Completions Report. 

• Part A: Actual Instructional FTE Disaggregated by Discipline. Part A reflects actual faculty 
appointments by discipline rather than budgeted. (1) Report the instructional FTE to tenure/tenure 
track faculty who provide instruction in the discipline. This includes all faculty who have SO percent 
or more of their assignment in instruction. (2) Report the graduate teaching assistants (OTA) FTE 
who are wigned to each discipline. Designate the OTA FTE that are instructor of record and those 
that are not instructor of record. Instructor of record is defined as those GT As who assign the grades 
for the class or who have total responsibility for the class from writing class notes, writing tests, 
evaluating class work and assigning final grades. (3) Report all other instructional FTE with the 
department that does not fall in either line one or two and contribute to instruction in the discipline. 
Adjunct faculty who contribute should be counted as having 0.25 FTE in the discipline. 

Part B: Majors in the Discipline. List the declared majors in this department as of the Fall tenn 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997. Separatelistingswillbeprovidedofundergraduates- (!)Freshmen 
and Sophomores are optional, and (2) Juniors, Seniors, and 5th Year Seniors; Masters; First 
ProfessionaVSpecialist; and Doctoral level students. Include only those undergraduates who have 

. achieved at least a junior status. Count all declarations of the individual (i.e. all individuals working 
toward a major, including double major, can be counted more than once). 

Part C: ACT Score. List the Average ACT Composite score, the lowest ACT score, the highest 

•
ACT score, the nwnber reporting an ACT score, and the percent who have an ACT score for Jrs, Srs, 
and 5th year majors during the Fall 1995, Fall 1996, and Fall 1997 semester. 



4 

Part D: Degrees Conferred. List the degrees conferred for this discipline during Fiscal Years 
1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997 by type of degree. Degrees earned but yet not conferred should 
nQ1 be reported. If a student received two degrees at different levels, report each degree in its 
appropriate classification. If a student graduates with a major in two program specialties, report the 
degree in the field in which the degree was awarded. If a student actually receives two degrees based 
on two independent courses of study, report each degree under the appropriate program category. 
Exclude honorary degrees and awards. List the concentrations by degree level if a degree program 
confers a degree with several different concentrations/options. 

Part E: Applicant Acceptance Rate. For each graduate degree level offered in the discipline, 
report the applicant acceptance rate for admission into the program for each Fall semester, Fall 
1993 to Fall 1997. The applicant acceptance rate is computed as the number of applicants 
admitted to the program for the Fall semester divided by the number of applicants reviewed for 
admission to the program for the Fall semester multiplied by 100. 

• 

• 

• 
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Institution: 

• Discipliae(s) included within Department: 

DEPARTMENTAL DATA: (1) 

Part A: Departmental lmtructional 
Ezpendltura 

1. Salaria/BcaefJIS 

2. Other Operatinc Expenditures 

3. Total 

L Five Year Growth Tread 

4. General Use Expenditures u 
Percent or the INSTITIJTION"S 
General Use Instructional 
Expenditures 

a. Five Year Growth Trend 

Part B: Student Credit Hour Production: .1. Lower Division 

2. Upper Division 

J . Graduate 1 

4. Graduate 2 

5. Total 

6. Undergraduate SCH Produced a, a 

Percent or INSTITUTION'S Total 

FY93 

FY93 

Undergraduate SCH Production _____ _ 

7. Graduate SCH Produced as a 

Percent of INSTITUTION'S Total 

Graduate SCH Production 

. Part C: Cost per Credit Hour: 

1. Lower Division 

2. Upper Division 

3. Graduate 1 

·~raduate2 

FY93 

PROGRAM REVIEW. FY 1998 
STATISTICAL OVERVIEW 

Department: 

FY94 

FY94 

FY94 

FY95 

FY95 

FY95 

FY% FY97 

FY96 FY97 

FY96 FY97 

(I) Data will be provided at department level Upon request from the Board, data will be disaggregated into disciplines. 

G:11 REGENTS\PROGREVW\PllGST AT.197 



Part D: Percent of Departmental SCH taken by: 
1. Their Uaderp-aduate Majon 

2. Their Graduate Majors 

3. Noa-Majon 

(Reported every three yean) 

Part E: Department Faculty: 

1. Total Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty (Headcount) 

2. Total with Terminal Degree 

a) Terminal Dqree defined u 
(If different from Ph.D.) 

3. Total Tenured 

4. Total Full-Time (Budgeted 100% in Institution) 

S. Five-year Growth Tread in Headcount 

6. Total Instructional Faculty FTE in Department 

(Dejuritions and Accounting Period as was used in 
the DBTF Report) 

Part F: Actual Instructional FTE: 

FTE: 

1. Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty 

2. Graduate Teaching Assistants 

a. Instructor o( Record 

b. Not Instructor of Record 

3. Other 

4. Total FTE (1 to 3) 

SCH: 

5. SCH Generated by Faculty 

6. SCH Generated by GT A's 

7. SCH Generated by Others 

8. Total 

RA TE (SCH per FTE): 

9. Ave. SCH per Tenure/Tenure Track Faculty 

IO. Ave. SCH per GTA (I ofR only) 

11. Ave. SCH per Other Faculty 

12. Ave. SCH per FTE 

(Line 8/Line 4) 

Fall 1994 

N 

Fall 1994 

(Calculaud every three years using approach developed/or Fall 1990 Study) 

Fall 1997 

Fall 1997 

% 

Fall 1997 

(1) Data will be provided at department level Upon request from the Board, data will be disaggregated into disciplines. 

G:I I REGENTS\PROGREVW\PRGST A T.197 
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DISCIPLINE/MAJOR DATA: 

Department: 
Discipline: 

Ii CIPCode: 

• Pan A: Actual Iastnctioaal FrE 
Fall 93 Fall 94 Fall 95 Fall!Hi FaU97 

Diugrepted by Discipline 
1. Teaarefl'enare Tnck Facalty 

2. Gndaate Teacbinc Assistants 
L Iutractor or Record 

b. Not I111tnactor of Record 

J. Otber 

4. Total FrE (1 to 3) 

Fall 93 Fall 94 Fall 95 Fall 96 Fall 97 
Part B: Majon in tbe Discipline: 

1. Fresbmea/Sopbomores 
(Optional) 

2. Jn., Sn.. Stb Year 

3. Muters 

4. First/Prof Specialist 

5. Doctoral 

• Fall 93 Fall 94 Fall 95 Fall 96 Fall 97 
Part C: ACT Score of 
Undercraduate: 

Jn., Sn., Stb Year Majon 

1. Ave. ACT Composite 

2. LowACT 

3. HichACT 

4. Number Reporting an ACT 
Score 

5. Percent Reporting ACT Score 

FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97 
Part D: Degrees Conferred: (2) 

I. Associate 

· 2. Baccalaureate 

J. Masters 

4. First Pro£1Specialist 

.oc~orate 
List of concentrations within the degrees: 

(~) All degrees conferred including second majon. 

G.IIR.EGENTS\PROGR.EVW\PRGSTAT.197 



Part E: Applicant Acceptance Rate 

1. Mater's 

2. Specialist 

3. First Professional 

4. Doctorate 

Fall 93 Fall 94 Fall 95 Fall 96 Fall 97 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Notes from the University Registrar, William Wynne 

An unofficial conversation with University Registrar William Wynne 
yielded these points of interest: 

1) WSU is on an 80-day instructional calendar which includes five 
days of exams. The reason for the occasional class ( "instructional") 
days in finals week both fall and spring is to provide day #75 in 
that term. However, this has not always been the case in the past. 

2) The University of Kansas and Kansas State University both start 
their semesters in mid-week. WSU starts on a Monday unless Monday is 
a holiday. The point is that we do not share a common calendar with 
the other Regents schools. Accordingly, then, as long as 75 instruc
tional days plus five exam days are maintained, we can be on our 
own, within reason. To start the fall semester on a Thursday would 
allow WSU to then offer two days of vacation later in the semester. 

3) Our "study day" is an internal practice. It was requested by our 
SGA and is negotiable. Would students trade it for a day off in October? 

4) "There is nothing magic about 75 days. It is not impossible, 
especially with support from KU, to get the Regents to change the 
80-day calendar to 79 or 78." 

I 

' 
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PURDUE UNIVERSITY ACADEMIC CALENDAR 1997-98 • WEST LAFAYETTE CAMPUS 

·· 1' :: 
:· !_ ! 

3' 

1997SUMMER 

19 FIRST FOUR-WEEK 1'-·HJDIJU! 
MAY 

11.fomlay 
BEG! NS 7:30 a.111. 

Monday 2ti ,viEMOiliAL OA "i {ho c:i.i~t::.} 

13 flRSTFOUR-WEEK MODULE 
JUNE 

Friday 
ENrn;• 520p.m. 

16 SECOND FOUR-WEEK Monday 
;l.100ULE BEGINS 7:3011.m.. 

JULY 
Friday 

FliJay 

4 

11 

lNDEf'ENDENCE HOLlDA Y (no clas,es) 

SECOND rouR-WEEK 
~IODUl .E ENDS• 5:20 ll,m. 

TIJIRfl POUR -WEEK ~-tolll.lay 14 
MODULE BEGINS 7:30 a.in. 

AUGUST 
F1iday 8 11 llRD FOUR-WEEK 

MODULE ENDS* 

Sunday 10 COMMENCEMENT 

5:Wp.m. 

2:30p.m. 

•Grades delivered to the OUice of the Rcgistrn by 5:00 p.111. 
of the second ,11,mrking <lay artcr the end or e~ch mu<lulc 

TENTATIVE DA TES FOR 1996-99 

Summer Se.ssion 
Commencement 

May 18 - Augusl 7, 1998 
August 9 

~·------------------------------
Fall Semestea 
Octoberbreak 
Thanksgiving \lat".llion 
Cmnmena:mcnl 

August 24 - DecembeT 19, 199!1 
October 12 and 13 
November 25 - 29 
1:>ccembeT 20 

--------------------------------
Spring Semc!ilcr 
Sprinr, Vaca?ion 
Comn1e11t..-cmcul 

Januury l l - MarR, 1999 
March 7 -- 14 
May 15 amt lb 

~ --·----
·"111Mt...... • - -~LI•·-••~ , ... -,_......_-

l 
1997 FALL SEMESTER 

AUGUST 
f'>'Im1da}' 25 CLASSES BEGlN 
F1iuay 'l\) Last tl.ay forlate regi~trntion 

SEPTEMBER 
hfonday 
Monday 

Monday 

Tues.day 

LABOR DAY (No ClaSli-CS) 

8 Last day to cancel a comse 
assignment without it 
appearing on rerord 

ll Last day lo cancel a. oourse 
. assignment without a grnde, for 
course additions, change of level 
or chaogc of pass/not-pass option 

23 Last day for grade co,r~liou 
for 199'1 spring 511:mester and 
1997 11Ummer se5sion 

OCTOBER 
Saturday· 1 ·1 Reports of unsatisfactory work 

are to be issued as or this dale 

7:31la .m. 

5:{)llp.m. 

5:00p.m. 

5:iJO p .11.1. 

5:00p.m. 

Saturday l 1 OCTOBEIIBREAK BEGINS 12:20 p.m. 
Wednesday 15 CLASSES RESUME 7:30 a.m. 

Wednesday 15 Reports or unsatisfactory 
worlc. are to be delivered to 
the Onice of the Registm.r 5:00 p.m. 

Wednesday 22 St.'Cnnd Eight Week. CouTScs 
Begin 

Wednesday 29 Ln!>t day a coune assig.nmenl 
1nay be cancelled ( wi1h passing 
or failing g1ade) 5:00 p.m. 

Wet!nc!)IJa)' 29 l_~st ,Jny. under ex1e.nuafr1r, 
cin.-an1Stauces, for cuw-se 
additions, change ork.vel or 
d1ange of pru;s/not-pa~ option 5:00 p.m. 

NOVEMBER 
Tuesday 18 Deadline for pending in(.-omplclc 

grade.'i lo become fuiliug g.rade.s 5:00p.n1. 

Tuesd.'ly 25 TllANKSGlVlNG VACATION 10:1)() p.m. 

DECEMBER 
Monday 1 CLASSES RESUME 7::\0a.m. 

Saturdily 13 CLASSES ENJJ l2:20p.m. 

Monday 15 EXAM SCHEDULE BEGINS 7:30a.m. 

Saturday 20 Slltl1ESTER ENDS 9:00p.ru. 

S1mJay 21 COMMENCEMENT (ht Div.) 1:30p.m. 
COMMENCEMENT (2nJ Div.) 5:00 p.m. 

Tuei;day 2J Grades tk.livercd to lhe 
OUice_ot th. islrar S:00 p.m. 

JANUARY 
Muuday 
frid;1y 

Monday 

Moor.lay 

1998 SPRING SEMESTER 

12 

16 

19 

26 

CL,\SSES BEGIN 
Last d.iy for late regi:."lration 

MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. 
OA Y (No Llas.'Ses) 

Last day to can,xl a course 
aS6ignment \\l'ithoul it appearing 
on record 

]) '>: 11 ;o : -~ j 
/ 

IS) . / 

7:30a.m . .t,. 

5JIOp.m. \0 
"\I 

~ 
IS) 
en 5:{}Up.m. ~ 

FEBRUARY 
Mon<l«)' 9 L,i:;i d2y lo cam:d a co11l'Y! 

assignnu:nt wi1hou1 a grade. for 

-u 
C 
;o 
0 
C r, 

Tu.esJay 10 

Salurday 28 

MARCH 

emus.:. .iddltion:., thange of !eve~ 
or change of p.'lSSlnot-pass opliun 
Last day for grade com:ctiOQ for 

S:OOp.m. r, 

1997 fall scniester 5:00 p.m. 
Reports of 11n1atisf&ctory work arc to be 
issued as of this dale 

< 
-u 
!,(I 
-i 

Wednesday 4 Reports of unsnti~fachny work 
are to be delivered lO the omcc 

Saturday 
Monday 
MonJay 
Monday 

Mom.Iii}' 

.APfUL 
Saturday 

MAY 
Saturday 
Monday 
Saturday 
Tuesday 

Saturday 

Sumlay 

7 
16 
16 
2'\ 

2.i 

uf t11c Regislrar 5:{)() p.m. 
SPIUNG VACATION BEGINS 12:20p.m. 
CLASSES RESUME 7:30 a.m. 

Sccmid Elghl Week Courses Degin 
La.-.( day a co11Jse m1Sig,nnu:ot 
may be caocellctl ( with passing 
or failing gr.ide) 
Last du y, ,.mJcr extt1111.atiT1g 
cin:umslnm:es, for rou~ 
addieon~. ch1m11e or\f!Vci or 
change or pas:s/not-pass option 

5:00p.DL 

5:00p.m. 

\ l De11dline for pending i11eompiete 
g.adcs to become failing grades 12:20p.m. 

2 CLASSES END 12:20 p.ro. 

4 EXAM SCHEDULE BEGINS 7:30a.m. 

9 SE.MESTER ENDS 9:00p.m.-u 

12 Grades delivered to the Office f\) 

ol the Rcgi!rtrar 5:00p.m. 

16 COMMENCEMENT (1st Div.) 9:30am. 

COMMENCEMENT (2od Div.) 2:30p.m. 

17 COMMENCEMENT (JnJ Div.) 9-.JO a.m. 

COMMENCitMEN'f (4th J)iv.) 2:JUp.m. 

• 

:13 . 

:·. I' 

r 
:: 
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t· 
( 

i. 

\: 
i. 
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A POTENTIAL FUTURE CALENDAR 

1998 Model--

Thursday, August 20 SEMESTER BEGINS 

Thursday, October 15-
Friday, October 16 OCTOBER BREAK 

Thursday December 10 LAST DAY OF CLASSES 

Friday, December 11 STUDY DAY 

Saturday, December 12-
Friday, December 18 FINALS WEEK 

75 class days, including vacation days for Labor Day, October Break, 
and three days of Thanksgiving--six total vacation days, exactly the 
same as the Spring semester 

Subsequent Years would see the Fall semester start on Thursdays as 
early as the 17th but no later than the 23rd of August. The August 
23rd start would see the last final exam fall on December 21, so to 
start a semester later than the 23rd would cause final exam con
flicts with Christmas Break. August 17th is as early as we can 
conceivably start, given the Intersession dates from pre-fall semes
ter classes. 

We have the option of asking that Study Day be surrendered in lieu 
of the October Break. This would make room to start finals a day 
early, and also to start no earlier than the 18th of August in order 
to leave room for the Intersession . 
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FACULTY SENATE 

Wichita State University 

corrected 4\28\97 
Minutes of the Meeting of April 14, 1997 

Members Present: ALAGIC, BAIR, BAJAJ, BAXTER, BENNETT, BENSON, BROOKS, 
BYRUM, CAMPBELL, CELESTIN, COATS, COFFMAN, DeSILVA, DETJENS, DEYOE, 
DREIFORT, EAGLESFIELD, GOLDS TEEN, GYTHIEL, HAWLEY, HEMANS, HOUTS, 
HOYER, KRAFT, KUKRAL, LESCOE-LONG, McKELLAR, MANDT, MATSON, 
MURPHEY, PALMIOTTO, PAPANICOLAOU, PARKER, RIORDAN, SHARP, SKINNER, 
STONE, SUTTERLIN, SWAN, TALIA, TERRELL, TOOPS, WANG, VENNE, YORK 

Members Absent: Armstrong, Berry-Bravo, Burk, Cheraghi, Davis, Leavitt, Miller, Wahlbeck 

GUESTS: 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 
Accepted Annual Reports of the University Curriculum Committee and 

Court of Academic Appeals 
Elected Senator Terrell as President Elect 
Completed first reading of October Break proposal 

I. CALL OF THE MEETING TO ORDER: 
President Hawley called the meeting to order at 3:30pm 

II. INFORMAL STATEMENTS AND PROPOSALS: 
Senator Toops asked if the Faculty Evaluation Policy had been officially adopted and it was 

confirmed that indeed President Hughes had signed the policy (3/18/97). Senator Toops asked if it 
were the sense of the Senate that individual goal-setting was to be negotiated between the individual 
and department chair. It was confirmed that it had been the sense of the Senate this was to be the 
case. Senator Toops explained details of his own particular case whereby goal-setting had been done 
by the department chair alone, that one goal assigned to Toops was something not totally under his 
control, and that he had attempted to clarify procedure both within the department and college and 
that the issue had not been resolved. Several comments were made and suggested actions were 
stated. It was finally agreed to accept Senator Baxter's recommendation that Toops revisit the issue 
with the department chair, that he consider putting something in his personal file about having goals 
that stand a reasonable chance of achieving and that Toops report back to the Senate on the case 
at a future date. Toops said that he would do this. 

ID. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
The minutes of March 10, 1997, were approved as submitted. 
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IV. PRESIDENTS REPORT: 
President Hawley stated that the eight member NCA accreditation team were presently on 

campus and she encouraged all faculty and staff to attend the open meeting on the accreditation which 
was to be held on April 15. 

President Hawley explained the upcoming schedule of meetings. 
-- On Monday, April 21 there will be a F acuity Caucus--3 : 3 Opm in CH 107. 

-- Monday, April 28 Senate meeting 
-- Wednesday, April 30 General Faculty Meeting. HH208, 3:30p.m. 

President Hawley will give a "State of the Senate" at this meeting and VP AA Patton 
will discuss the state of Academic Affairs and the Budget. 

-- Monday May 5, Senate Meeting 
A VP Tony Ross will explain the Strategic Planning Task Force report which had just 
been submitted. 

-- Monday May 12 Senate meeting and election of 1997/8 officers, CH 107, 3:30p.m. 

President Hawley noted that there still existed several Senate divisions which have not elected 
representatives, those are: Business, At Large and Accountancy, Fine Arts, Music and Art and 
Design, LAS Humanities (need 3) and Social Sciences (need 3). She encouraged those departments 
to hold their elections soon and contact the Senate office, ext 3504. 

President Hawley announced that the Senate Executive Committee had recommended that 
a task force be appointed to resolve issues relating to the Academic Integrity Policy as drafted by the 
Curriculum Committee and the jurisdictions of the Supreme Court and the Court of Academic 
Appeals, noting that a crucial issue is the number of entities that would have the power to change 
grades. She noted that Senator Benson had agreed to be the Chair and that others would soon be 
named to the task force. 

She announced that the Council of Faculty Senate Presidents had sent a letter to state Senator 
Edmond Himii#.l{concerning his recent remarks about faculty salaries. 

She stated that she had received notification from VP AA Patton that the administrative 
review of this year had been completed and that the three year cycle of review of administrators was 
on course. Senator Hoyer expressed concern that because so much faculty time had been given to 
this review, there should be feedback given about these evaluations. He urged the Senate President 
to pursue the matter. Senator Hawley agreed to work further on this. 

Finally, President Hawley stated that the system for freshmen scholarships would be changing. 
Pawan Kahol, Chair of the Scholarship and Student Aid Committee, was working with Albert Vargo, 
Director of International Admissions, Christine Schneikart-Luebbe, Director of Admissions and 
Margaret Ann Hughes, Associate Dean of Student Life and Services. Hawley noted that Senate 
would be kept informed as the Executive Committee learns of the changes. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS: Annual Reports of the Court of Academic Appeals and University 
Curriculum Committee. 

President Hawley called for a motion to accept the reports. 
Senator Sharp called attention to the report of the Curriculum Committee, specifically to the 

issue of withdrawals from courses. As reported by the Curriculum Committee: "The other item of 
business had to do with the catalogue policy that withdrawals from courses constitute ' attempted 
courses.' The administration sought to remove this rule so that they would not count as attempts 
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under the rule that a student may attempt a course only three times. The committee approved this 
change." Senator Sharp, as Chair of the Academic Affairs Committee, called attention to the fact that 
this issue had been referred to the Academic Affairs committee as well and that the Academic Affairs 
committee had rejected the proposed change in policy--although he did not state if he had sent the 
recommendation to President Hawley. President Hawley stated that she had evidently forgotten that 
the policy issue had been referred to two committees and that she had referred the recommendations 
of the Curriculum Committee to the University Administration. 

The reports of the committees were accepted. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS: 
A. Election of President Elect. President Hawley opened the floor for nominations. 
Senator Kukral nominated Senator Bajaj, noting his professional accomplishments, that Bajaj 

had been a Senator for 7 years, had chaired several committees and was a recipient of the Presidents 
Award for Distinguished Service. He further stated that Senator Bajaj is a pleasant person and his 
technique is that of quiet diplomacy. Seconded by Senator Palmiotto. 

Senator Murphey nominated Kirk Lancaster of the Department of Math/Statistics. Murphey 
stated that it was Lancaster, a member of the Curriculum Committee, who chaired the subcommittee 
who wrote the Academic Integrity Policy which was sent to the Senate. Murphey stated that 
Lancaster was a person who would stand on principle and that Lancaster is a delightful individual. 

Senator Bajaj questioned the legality of a non Senator running for office. There ensued 
discussion of the recent election of Ben Rogers who at the time of election was not a Senator but was 
elected to fill the At Large seat vacated by Walter Horn. It was resolved that since no one else was 
being nominated, the Rogers case was done legally. In this case, with a Senator being nominated, the 
election of Senators should take place first . Parliamentarian Benson ruled that Senators should be 
nominated first, the vote for them taken, and if not elected, the nominations of other people could 
follow. Senator Mandt recommended that there first be a vote of those in the Senate who are 
nominated and if one wanted to cast a vote for a nonSenator, to abstain in this election. If the 
required amount of votes were not cast for Senators, then there could be an election involving 
nonSenators. 

Senator Mandt nominated Senator Terrell, noting that Senator Terrell had served as Senate 
President in the past, that he had served in many roles in the University, that he was an extremely 
experienced figure on campus and that his strength was his political sense. Senator Houts seconded 
the nomination. 

Nominations were closed. Senators Bair, Campbell and Riordan were named tellers. The 
ballots were: 20 votes for Terrell, 20 for Bajaj with 2 abstentions. President Hawley cast her vote 
for Senator Terrell. Senator Terrell was elected President Elect. 

Senator Terrell thanked the Senate for the vote. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS: 
A. October Break -- Senator Brooks 
President Hawley called Senator Brooks to present his proposal. Brooks began by saying that 

he had been advocating this policy change for 6 years, that this reflected a general trend nation-wide, 
the impetus for the October break coming from faculty. He distributed three documents explaining 

3 
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the issue. The first document,"Notes from the University Registrar, William Wynne," was a summary 
ofBrooks' s unofficial conversation with Wynne which made four points: 

1. WSU is on an 80-day instructional calendar which includes five days of exams. 
2. There is not a Regents common calendar: University of Kansas and Kansas State 

University both start their semesters in mid-week. WSU starts on a Monday unless Monday is a 
holiday. 

3. WSU' s "study day" is an internal practice, requested by the Student Government 
Association and is negotiable. Brooks did not know if students would trade this with a day off in 
October. 

4. There is nothing magic about 75 days. It is not impossible to get Regents to change the 
80 day calendar to 79 or 78. 

Brooks distributed a calendar of Purdue University, a university that had adopted the October 
break in recent years and he presented a sample 1998 calendar for WSU which he had projected. He 
recommended starting the year on a Thursday, removing the study day and substituting the weekend 
break before final exams as a study day. He stated that he had talked to Regents staff who told him 
the University has the power to set the calendar as they please. He reiterated the case that there is 
a national movement to adopt an October break--faculty say that students return refreshed from such 
a break and he noted that Friends University has such a break and the faculty at the University of 
Kansas have been trying to adopt this break for years. He had talked with students and stated that 
SGA was aware that he was bringing this issue before the senate and that they initially seem to like 
the idea. 

Senator Kukral stated opposition to eliminating the study day since many students work over 
the weekends. 

Senator Coats asked how this issue would be processed through the system. 
Brooks answered that he was requesting the Senate adopt the policy, that it would be forwarded to 
the VP AA' s office and subsequently to the Board of Regents . 

Senator Mandt recommended that this discussion be treated as a first reading and that at the 
second .reading that Brooks submit a formal motion in writing. Mandt recommended that if the 
Senate were to pass a resolution accepting this policy, that it should next be sent to the SGA for their 
response. Brooks agreed that this could be done. President Hawley affirmed that this would be 
considered a first reading and that the issue would come back to the Senate in the form of a motion. 

B. Academic Program Review in the Kansas Regents System. 
President Hawley directed the Senate to the document attached to the agenda . She explained 

that this had been already discussed by the COFSP and COCOA and that John Welsh, Academic 
Affairs Officer of the Board of Regents had requested that the Senate Presidents discuss it with 
faculty and forward feedback to the Regents. She noted that, unlike previous years, there will not 
be an across-the-board review of all programs but rather selective programs will be reviewed. There 
will be some kind of screening process to determine which programs to review. She then asked for 
comments on the document. 

Senator Murphey directed attention to Section C. Undergraduate Education and voiced the 
concern that programs be considered in relation to academic life. He gave as an example the subject 
of philosophy which may not have high enrollments but as a subject must exist in a university. 
Senator Baxter added that programs that involve small number of students, such as music, should not 
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be treated on the same basis as those that do. Senator Celestin added her support to this point and 
that programs should be reviewed as to how they relate to other programs. Both Senators Mandt 
and Baxter suggested that there be a comparison to like programs nationally in order to determine 
if a program is too small. Mandt spoke against making "too quick decision" to reduce or eliminate 
programs and that comparisons to national data would guard against such decisions. 

Senator Kukral called attention to the factor of"employer demand" on p. 6.item 4 . He noted 
that since the baby boom, universities, in their attempts to increase enrollments, have lost sight of the 
fact that universities exist to provide education, not just facilities for job training. President Hawley 
interjected that employer demand does affect some programs. Kukral answered that start up 
programs may begin from employer demand but that existing programs should not be scrutinized in 
this light. He questioned the rational of having high numbers required for a program that are cited 
in the document and wondered, as an example, if the mathematics department, which is one of the 
largest programs in the university, could even fulfill the requirements for viability. 

Senator Murphey recommended that policy makers of the state should be apprised of the 
importance of maintaining institutions of educational integrity With the impact of the Internet, there 
will be increasingly intense competition. If, for example, Oxford University were to offer a course 
on the history of Western civilization on the Internet, why would anyone want to take the course 
from WSU or KU. He stated that policy makers of this state will have to decide in the years ahead 
if they want to maintain these institutions or not. 

Senator Baxter stated her concern that a business model is being imposed on education, and 
this does not work. She noted that it costs more for some programs than others. She raised the issue 
that to look like everybody else at the university was not fair. Senator Mandt reiterated his suggestion 
that the review involve the analysis of national statistics on each program being reviewed. 

President Hawley concluded that the major issues in this feedback were the cycling of 
programs, too rapid decisions on program reductions and elimination, and size of program. 

Senator Murphey moved that the meeting adjourn. Senator Benson seconded. The meeting 
adjourned at 5 :OOpm. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Jean Eaglesfield, Secretary 
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