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• WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

MEETING NOTICE: Monday, April 13, 1998 
Room 107 CH 3:30 p.m. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS: 
I. Call of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 

m. Approval of the Minutes 

IV. President's Report 

V. Committee Reports 
A. Annual Reports for: (green attachments) 

Court of Academic Appeals 
Faculty Affairs 
Faculty Support 
Rules 

• University Curriculum 

• 

VI. Old Business 

VII. New Business 
A. Budget & Tuition Accountability update - VP AA Patton 
B. Honors Committee proposal - Sylvia Coats, Chair & 

A. J. Mandt, Director ( yellow attachment) 
C. Student Survey - Martha Shawver, Dean, Undergraduate Studies & Student 

Services 

VIII. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

William Terrell President 
Jean Eaglesfield Vice President 
Christopher Brooks Secretary 
Elmer Hoyer President Elect 
Donna Hawley Past President 
ELECTED BY THE SENATE 

Deborah Baxter 
Tina Bennett 

APPOINTED BY THE PRESIDENT 
Donald Byrum 

3220 
5073 
6194 
6314 
5724 

3103 
6694 

3551 

Box 78 
Box68 
Box 14 
Box44 
Box41 

Box53 
Box 14 

Box67 



• 

• 

• 

Mary L. McHugh 
Chair, WSU Court of Academic Appeals 

Report to the Faculty Senate 
March 20, 1998 

The members of the Court are as follows 
Faculty Members Student Members 
Mary L. McHugh, Regular Members: 
School of Nursing Joshua Janek 

Prem Bajaj Larry Easley 
Mathematics 

Alternates: 
Paul York Jacob Janek 
Engineering 

Miriam Jurak 
Alternate: Mohammed Dadashzadeh 
Decision Sciences 

Meetings: The court has met three times. It has elected its chair and considered and 
decided seven appeals . 

Of the seven appeals, two resulted in grades changed., two were denied, and one resulted 
in a compromise. Two cases were dismissed. The first was dismissed because the 
student was unavailable to schedule a hearing (may have left the U.S. and returned to her 
native country), and the second was dismissed because the instructor had already granted 
the student's request and changed the grade. There are no pending cases at this time. 

A letter was sent to the President of the Faculty Senate. 

Respectfully submitted by Dr. Mary McHugh 

. ' ( ~!/_ ~ft . r//a·@ (/ · L J ~ · 
MaryL. Mc 

I > 
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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

DEPARTMENT OF HISTORY CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Bill Terrell, President 
Faculty Senate 

FROM: Will Klunder, Chair 
Faculty Affairs Committee 

SUBJECT: Senate Faculty Affairs Committee Annual Report (1997-98) 

The Senate Faculty Affairs Committee consists of the following members: 

Joyce Cavarozzi 
Mary Conrad 
Will Klunder 
Fred Kraft 
Hyuk Kwon (on leave; did not attend meetings) 
Cathy Moore-Jansen 
Diana Rogers-Adkinson 
Rob Zettle 

The committee was asked by Senate president Bill Terrell to draft responses to 
about twenty questions and issues posed by the Board of Regents relating to the 
subject of intellectual property. During the latter portion of the fall semes
ter, we gathered information relating to our charge, and early in the spring 
semester we met extensively to draft our recommendations. The committee unani
mously approved the final version sent to President Terrell. Attached is 
material related to the intellectual property charge. At this time, no further 
issues are pending before the committee . 



Intellectual Property Policy: Major Issues for Discussion 

I . Purpose/Goal. 
o.,. What is the pwpose of the review of intellectual property policies at both the Board and campus 

levels?&Wbat problems or issues prompt a review of intellectual property policies?e What are we 
trying to achieve from a policy perspective~How does existing policy or custom address these 
issues? 

2. ~~fur~ Principle. 
&(... What is "work for hire" principle?b What are its implications for higher education?c.How has 

higher education traditionally applied the work for hire principle?.£llow should the work for hire 
principle be applied in Kansas higher education? 

3. ~ of Property Covered. 
""What is the ideal scope of the Board's policy on intellectual property? .J.should the Board's policy 

cover all forms of intellectual property, or should it focus on select forms?c.Should it include or 
exclude forms of intellectual property based on the circumstances in which it was created? 

4. Depth/Detail Qf lli2am fQ!ky. 
~How comprehensive should the Board policy on intellectual property be? What components 

should be included in the Board policy? What components should be included in institutional 
policies?b Who should be charged with implementing or managing the various components of 
intellectual property policies? 

5. Automatic Exclusions. 
Gt. Should the Board's policy provide for the automatic exclusion of certain forms of intellectual 

property?bShould the Board policy provide for the automatic assignment of ownership rights to 
the creators of certain forms of intellectual property or property created under certain 
circumstances? 

6. ~ mli1 Commitment. 
e:\. Are there limits on time and commitment for instruction, scholarship/creative activity, and service 

in faculty contracts?AWhen, and under what conditions, are faculty working for the university and 
when, and under what conditions, are faculty creating on their own time?c:.When are faculty 
members working for the University and when are they working on their own~f a full-time, 
tenured or tenure-earning faculty member is on a nine month appointment and expects to return 
to work at the University in the fall, is the faculty member considered an employee during the 
summer months? 

7. Institutional Investments. 
~ How should institutional investments affect ownership rights in intellectual property16hould the 

Board policy identify a level of institutional investments that might affect ownership?c..lf so, what 
is the appropriate level?A4'or full-time, tenured or tenure earning faculty members, what level of 
support is necessary for the University to own the intellectual property created by the faculty 
member under the work for hire principle? 

• 

• 

• 



o. lncom~ n:mn Royalties. 

&<. Should the Board policy guarantee the creator of intellectual property a minimum or maximum 
dollar or percent amount of income or royalties from the commercialization of intellectual 
property?blf so, what is the appropriate threshold or mix of income from royalties for the 

• university and the creator?cWhat relationship should the mix of income from royalties for the 
university and the creator bear to investment and control of the property? • 

9. Income fmm Tuition. 
In those cases where the creation of intellectual property yields or potentially yields tuition 
revenue, such as mediated courseware, what is the appropriate assignment of ownership and mix 
of income? 

Io. Negotiation m Contracts. 
a.In those cases where negotiations of ownership rights and royalty income are necessary, who are 

the legitimate bargaining agents for the State, the Regents, and the universities?Jin those cases 
where students create intellectual property under the supervision of a faculty member, who are 
the legitimate bargaining agents? 

11. Intdlectuai Property Created bx Students. 
"- If a student is employed by the University, to what extent should the intellectual property created 

by the student as a result of that employment belong to the University/State? bUnder what 
conditions, if any, should the intellectual property created by a student as a part of the student» s 
academic work belong to the University or State?cDoes it matter whether University facilities, 
equipment, or other resources are used in the creation of the intellectual property'Wf a student 
is employed by a faculty member, not by the University, how should the intellectual property 
policy address the ownership of any intellectual property created by the student? •• 12. Inf0n2eroem. 

t;... Who is responsible for deciding matters involving infringement?J, Who should pay the costs of 
seeking redress? 

}3_a.;,r::can the policy be effectively administered?b.How should institutional 
management capacity shape policy at the Board and campus levels? 

/iJ ~How should the investments of the creator affect the ownership of 
1' intellectual property? For instance, how should the purchase and use of 

instrument• by music faculty affect the ownership of intellectual property they ·create? 

/~~How can we handle the ownership of intellectual property created by 
faculty who are supported by a variety of sources? For instance, some 
faculty have positions supported by external funding sources, such as the 
federal government, industry, foreign governments.b.What claim can the· 
universty/state make on the property creat~d by these individuals if the 
state of Kansas provides very little toward their support? 

}6. 4.What relationship will the Board's policy on intellectual property bear 
toward existing Board policies? Do we assume that other policies will be 
changed to conform with the policy on intellectual pr6perty, or do we 

9:'.ssume that the policy on intellectual property will be crafted to be . 
consistent with existing Board policies? For instance, the draft policy on 
intelleCtual property may conflict with the Board's policy on conflicts of 
time, commitment and interest. Should we be thinking about crafting a 
policy on intellectual property th~conforms with existing policy, or 
assume that existing policies will be changed to conform wlth a new n~1;~ .. on intellectual prooertv? 



WSU Faculty Affairs Committee Responses to Regents' Questions: 

1. (a & c) The purpose of any policy should be to enable the Universities to 
foster the free and creative expression and exchange of ideas and knowledge; to 
preserve traditional academic practices and privileges with respect to sch~larly 
research; and to establish principles and procedures at each University for dis
tributing income from copyrightable and patentable work. Certainly, the Univer
sities must "ensure that state resources are used appropriately to serve the 
educational missions of the Regents Institutions •.•• " 

(b) No evidence is offered that such state resources are being (or have been) 
used inappropriately in this respect. 

(d) Quite well: See Faculty Handbook Chapter 6 (6.07, 6.08, 6.09), for example. 

2, (a, b, & c) Traditional academic practice defines the "work-for-hire" 
principle as cases in which the research is supported by a direct allocation 
of funds through the University for the pursuit of a specific project, is 
specifically commissioned by the University, or is otherwise subject to specific 
contractual obligations. The implication, clearly, is that this traditional 
interpretation fosters the educational missions of the Universities. If the 
accepted, current practice is abolished, it would have a chilling effect, 
stultifying creativity among productive faculty and discouraging cooperation 
with colleagues from other institutions and states. 

(d) As it traditionally has been applied; that is, work-for-hire should be 
specifically commissioned. 

3. (a) Any Intellectual Property Policy should cover all students, faculty, 
and other employees and all units of the Universities. 

(b) It should cover all forms of intellectual property. 

(c) All forms of intellectual property should be addressed in the policy, but 
Universities have ownership rights only under specifically commissioned works
for-hire or patent cases. 

4. (a & b) Essentially, this is the same as Question/Issue 3(a&b). 

(c & d) Institutional pqlicies should include all components; implementation 
of the Intellectual Property Policy should follow University governance proce
dures (that is, the cooperative efforts of faculty and administrat0rs should 
determine how the policy is managed). Financial support for any new policy 
directives should come from additional state funding. 

S. (a) Yes; anything not specifically commissioned as work-for-hire. 

(b) Ownership rights already belong to the creator, unless otherwise contrac
tually determined. The University has ownership rights when a creator and/or 
outside sponsor have conveyed such rights in advance, or under specific work
for-hire circumstances. 

6. (a, b, & c) Limits and conditions must relate to the obligation to fulfill 
regular contractual obligations. The Board Manual (and other University guide
lines) address the separate issues of time commitment and conflict of interest 
(see pp. 13F-14F). 

(d) Clearly, a nine-month contract imposes its own limitations. 

• 

• 

• 
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2. 

7. (a) Ownership rights should be negotiated by the creator and University 
representatives under basic work-for-hire contractual guidelines. The University 
has patent rights when the research was funded by the institution, or the 
invention was developed wholly or largely at the expense of the University or 
with the substantial aid of its facilities, equipment, and/or personnel. 

(b) No. 

(c) Not applicable, given our response to 4(b). 

(d) This needs to be negotiated under the basic work-for-hire guidelines. 

8. (a) Yes. 

(b) We recommend: Copyrightable works-for-hire, creator may receive a share 
according to prior agreement; patents resulting from research wholly supported 
by state funds, creator gets 50%; inventions resulting from research voluntarily 
offered to the University, creator gets 75%. Under all other circumstances, 
contractual and legal obligations would apply. 

(c) This would need to be negotiated, if not covered above. 

9. Except in work-for-hire cases (where these issues would be negotiated), 
ownership rights already reside with the creator. Distribution of income should 
be assigned according to institutional guidelines. Faculty members own all 
rights to materials prepared on their own initiative for classroom, educational, 
or professional purposes and shall be exclusively entitled to all royalties. 

10. (a) In such work-for-hire cases, the state, regents, and institutions 
would determine their own bargaining representatives . 

(b) Students have the same rights as faculty regarding intellectual property; 
bargaining agents would be determined by contractual agreements. 

11. (a) The same policy applies to students as well as faculty. In accord with 
academic tradition--except to the extent required by the terms of funding agree
ments--ownership rights belong to the creator. 

(b) Under no conditions; intellectual property belongs to the creator. 

(c) No; students have every right to use institutional facilities. 

(d) Ownership should be determined through negotiations between the faculty 
member and the student. 

12. (a) Disputes should be settled by established Institutional procedures. 

(b) State and/or federal law doubtless would determine who pays the costs. 

13. (a) The effective administration of any policy is dependent upon the 
capabilities and commitment of those charged with its management. 

(b) A major policy shift away from accepted academic principles would require 
additional funding and personnel. 

14. This is irrelevant. Ownership of intellectual property is dealt with in 
previous responses; but, to reiterate, owne rship resides in the creator unless 
contractually assigned elsewhere . 



3. 

15. (a) "We" can't, nor do we have any right to assume any responsibility for 
"handling" ownership. 

(b) None. 

16. Simply put, it is to be hoped that any Board policy regarding intellectual 
property will conform to both traditional academic practices and existing 
institutional policies (such as the Board policies relating to time, commitment, 
and conflict of interest). The goal should be to clarify policy and procedures 
to implement it, in light of technological advances and the missions of the 
Universities. 

• 

• 
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ANNUAL REPORT 
Faculty Support Committee 

1997 -1998 

Members of the Faculty Support Committee: 
Dr. Ruth Hitchcock, ACES 
Dr. Michael Long, Public Health Sciences (Committee chair) 
Dr. Dwight Murphey, FREDS 
Dr. Eunice Myers, MCCL 
Mr. Ted Naylor, Ablah Library 
Dr. Ravi Pendse, Electrical Engineering 
Dr. Paul Rillema, Chemistry 
Dr. Andrew Trechak, Music 
Dr. Sam Yeager, HWSUP A (Vice-chair/chair-elect) 
Dr. Gerald Loper, Associate VP for Research* 
* ex-officio 

The Faculty Support Committee (FSC) met nine times between October 15, 1997 
and March 11, 1998. Committee activity is summarized below. FSC members reviewed 
proposals for University Research/Creative Project Awards (URCAs) and Awards for 
Research/Creative Projects in Summer (ARCS), and forwarded their recommendations to the 
Associate Vice President for Research for funding decisions. Also, the FSC evaluated sabbatical 
leave requests, and nominations for Young Faculty Scholar Award, Excellence in Research 
Award, and President's Awards for Distinguised Service. In addition, the Committee acted on a 
faculty member's request for determination of ownership and rights to a patentable idea. 

New faculty URCAs 
Senior faculty URCAs 
ARCS 
Sabbaticals 
Young Faculty Scholar 
Excellence in Research 
President's Award 

SUBMITTED 

7 for $31,009 
8 for $34,391 
13 for $47,000 
22 
3 
11 
13 

RECOMMENDED/ AW ARD ED 

7 for $31,009/7 for $31,009 
7 for $29,891/7 for $29,891 
10 for $36,500/10 for $36,500 
20 

1 
1 
3 

Members recommend changes in the President's Award: 1. Call for nominations earlier to 
ensure complete, well-documented nominations. 2. Require support letters, curriculum vitae, 
etc. 3. Emphasize that the award is for outstanding service during the previous year. 
4. Attach a monetary prize to the award (similar to research and teaching awards) . 



Committee members: 

Faculty Senate Rules Committee 
1997-1998 Annual Report 

Elmer A. Hoyer, Senate President-Elect, Chair 
Jean Eaglesfield, Senate Vice President 
David Wright, LAS Social Sciences 
Kathy Starke, LAS Math/Natural Sciences 
Roger Berger, LAS Humanities 
David Schepps, Fine Arts 
Sean Robinson, SGA Student Representative 

The Rules Committee met once a month on the first Tuesday or Wednesday of the month. 
These were usually for about an hour. The major task of the committee is to select nominees to 
recommend to the senate for appointment to the standing committees of the senate. In addition, 
the Rules Committee oversees the election process in the spring semester. It also has a major 
role in the grievance process and the formal review in the sexual harassment policy. 

The major task for the fall semester was to fill all standing committees of the senate. 

• 

Since the senate operated for most of the past academic year without a President-Elect, there was 
no chair of the Rules Committee and the appointments normally made in the spring semester, to 
take effect June 1 for the next academic year, didn't take place. These nominations were made 
early in the fall and confirmed by the senate at a regularly scheduled meeting. 

The primary task for the spring semester is to hold the elections for senate seats. This has • 
traditionally been the duty of the Senate Vice President and was also handled by the Vice 
President this year. Those elections are almost complete. Any contesting of any senate elections 
are initially handled by the Rules Committee and forms the basis for having the Vice President 
handle the election process. The rest of the Rules Committee can, without a conflict of interest, 
make the initial determination of any contests made. 

The Rules Committee is currently receiving a charge from the Senate Executive 
Committee regarding the determination of eligibility of some members of the College of Health 
Professions to be Faculty Senators. If not resolved yet this academic year, this will be held over 
to next year. The expectation is, however, to resolve this issue yet this year. 

Nominations for the standing committees are currently being assembled for presentation 
to the senate in April for confirmation. These nominations include replacement of those who 
have left the university or have removed themselves from committee assignment and new three 
year terms. 

This has been a very active and productive committee with all members contributing to 
the output. 

• 
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MECHANICAL ENGINEERING 

Date: 3/17 /98 
From: T. S. Ravigururajan-Chair, University Curriculum Committee 
To: Dr. William Terrell - Faculty Senate President 

REPORTTOTHEFACULTYSENATE 
UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 

The members of the committee during the academic year 1997-1998 are: 

Dorothy Crum, Fine Arts, term expires spring 1998 
Gayle Davis, Ex Officio (non-vtg) 
Jean Eaglesfield, Academic Services, term expires spring 2000 
Ann Hunter, Health Professions, spring 2000 
Joshua Janek, Student member, term ends spring 1998 
Peer Moore-Johnson, LAS/Soc. Sciences, term expires spring 2000 
Dwight Murphy, Business, term expires, spring 1999 
Sue Neal, LAS Math/natural Sciences, term ends summer 1998 
Keith Pickus, LAS Humanities, term ends spring 2000 
T. S. Ravigururajan, Chair, Engineering, term expires spring1999 
Johnnie Thompson, Education, term ends summer 1998 

Meeting Frequency: The committee has met three times the current academic year and will 
meet at least four times during the rest of this period. 

Business of committee: The committee set itself the goal of modifying and finalizing the 
changes to the University Curriculum Change Form. At its meeting in October 1997, the 
committee decided to entrust the preliminary work on the needed changes to a subcommittee 
consisting of the members Eaglesfield, Murphey, and Ravi. The subcommittee met in November 
and discussed the Change form in its entirety, starting with the suggestions made by 
questionnaire respondents. The suggested changes proposed by the subcommittee were 
discussed by the full committee in December. The modified form and the instruction sheet were 
approved unanimously by the committee members in a February meeting. The Change form was 
approved by the Faculty Senate in March. 

Pending Issues: 
The Faculty Senate has charged the University Curriculum Committee with the issue of 

credit apportioning in Inter-disciplinary courses, team taught courses, and the related issues on 
position funding and faculty joint appointments. In the near future, the committee proposes to 



lJ 

invite senior faculty leaders interested on these issues to present their views. The committee will • 
discuss, analyze, and propose suggestions to resolve this important issue. The committee's 
recommendations will be conveyed to the Faculty Senate during the academic year 1998-1999. 

Respectfully submitted, 

T. S. Ravigururajan, Chair 

• 

• 
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WICHITA STATE UNNERSI'IY 
f.mory Lindquist Honor s Pro g ram 

TO: Faculty Senate 

FROM: Senate Honors Committee 
Emory Lindquist Honors Program 

SUBJECT: Changes Recommended in Honors Requirements 

In 1996, the Senate approved new Honors requirements. Under 
these provisions, students are required to complete 21 hours of 
Honors credits as follows: 

3 Freshman/Sophomore Seminars (9 hours) 

2 Honors sections of Upper Division General 
Education courses ("Further Studies" or 
~Issues and Perspectives") (6 hours) 

1 Senior Project or equivalent in their major 
(6 hours) 

As interest in the program grows, many students have indicated a 
desire for more Honors work in their majors. It has also become 
apparent that it will be very difficult to provide the number of 
upper division sections called for in these requirements. Finally, 
many faculty outside LAS and Fine Arts would like to participate in 
Honors, but have few opportunities to do so in a curriculum focused 
in General Education. 

With these considerations in mind, we propose that colleges and 
departments be permitted to develop alternative upper division Honors 
tracks. Where developed, these tracks would substitute for the 
current 6-hour upper division General Education requirement, and 
might incorporate all or part of the current Senior Project 
requirement {where departments already have a great deal of 
discretion under existing requirements). 

This proposal has been discussed with the college deans, and 
most of them have expressed interest in it. Several departments are 
already looking at possible tracks . 

.. 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260 ·0102 Telephone: (316) 978-3375 



Proposed Requirement 

The following paragraph would replace language in the University 
~atalog describing the current upper division General Education 
requirement: 

Honors Qpper Division courses 

Honors students must complete at least six hours of course work 
in an approved upper division Honors track. Any student may elect the 
General Honors track and satisfy this requirement in Honors sections 
of "Further Studies" or "Issues and Perspectives" courses within the 
University's General Education Program. Other Honors tracks are 
offered in various colleges and departments and may be elected by 
qualified students. 

The following language would be included among policies governing 
operation of the Honors: program: 

Policy and Administration: 

Any college or department may propose an upper division Honors 
track. The track must provide for at least six hours of Honors course 
work. A track may be designed to incorporate all or part of the six 
hour Senior Project requirement. All upper division Honors tracks 
must be compatible with the Freshman/Sophomore Seminar requirement, 
and should either incorp~rate or be compatible with the Senior 
Project requirement. 

In order to be included in the Honors Program, an upper division 
track (and any changes in it) must be approved by the Faculty Senate 
Honors Committee. 

Students in departmental or college Honors tracks are members of 
the university honors program. 

• 

• 

• 
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The following represents how program requirements would be outlined 
for advising purposes: 

Outline of the wsu Honors Program 

Freshman/ Sopho.more 
Seminars 

9 hours 
( 3 seminars) · 

Seminars earn General 
Education credit 

Upper Division 
Track 

6 hours 

The General Track 
earn Gen Ed credit; 
Other tracks earn 
major credit 

Senior Project 

6 hours 

Projects earn 
major credit 
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WICIDTA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE: Minutes, April 13, 1998 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alagic, Bajaj, Bennett, Born, Brooks, Burns, Byruni, Campbell, 
Celestin, Coffman, DeLillo, DeSilva, Eaglesfield, Hawley, Hodson, Hoyer, Huntley, 
Lancaster, Larson, Mandt, McHugh, Miller, Murphey, Palmiotto, Papanicolaou, Patton, 
Pfannenstiel, Rogers, Rokosz, Skinner, Stevenson, Terrell, Toops, York, Zettle 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Baxter, Benson, Chandler, Cheraghi, Davis, Gythiel, Hemans, Hill, 
Kraft, Leavitt, Pickard, Schommer, Sharp, Stone, Sutterlin, Swan, Trechak, Venne 

I. CALL TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order at 3 :32 

II. INFORMAL STATEMENTS & PROPOSALS: 
Brooks asked for a clarification of search assurances and pointed out a perceived contradiction 

concerning the status of ongoing searches for the spring semester. This matter was later addressed by 
VPAA Patton (see VII). 

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES: The minutes were approved. 

IV. PRESIDENT'S REPORT: 
Terrell reported that the Board of Regents will meet at KU to discuss a number of matters, 

including WSU's proposals for new and enhanced programs. He also announced that all Tenure and 
Promotion decisions coming from WSU were accepted by the Regents. He acknowledged the decisions 
to tenure and/or promote Senators Bennett-Kastor, Celestin, Campbell, and Kaufman. 

Terrell also reported that resignations and Regents schools are deplorably high, including 73 lost 
assistant professors last year, making a total of 140 in all ranks. More money is spent to recruit 
replacements than it would cost to bring faculty salaries into a line with peer institution pay scales. The 
Council on Higher Education is push its 4 x 2.5% pay raise over four 
semesters in hopes of bring Regents' schools' salaries into line with our peers. 

Terrell also announced the Regents will soon be making a decision on the 
Intellectual Property policy. 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
Hoyer announced the following recommendations from the Rules Committee for committee 

appointments: General Education: Tonya Huber, 3 yr term, replace L. Bakken 
Library: Melva Owens, 1 yr. term, replaces R. Laptad 
Tenure & Promotion: Lawrence Davis, 1 yr. term, replaces E. Hoyer 
University Traffic Appeals: Roy Myose & Fred Dings, alternates 

All committee appointments were accepted. 
Hoyer requested confirmation of Nancy Myers, Academic Services, (replace Naylor) and 

Debnam Bahr, Engineering, (replace Talia) as Senators. They were confirmed. 

VI. OLD BUSINESS: None 



• 
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VII. NEW BUSINESS: 
A. Budeet & Tuition Accountability update - VP AA Patton responded to concerns and 

questions about searches. Fall numbers and revenues were up and the situation looked good, but spring 
revenues, due mainly to the loss of international students are down so much--nearly $1.5 million, all 
told--that sources of revenue must be found to make up for the losses elsewhere. "Unfilled positions are 
the most generous in terms of money" Patton explained, but acknowledged also that positions generate 
credit hours. Tough decisions are to be made within a week. Recruitment efforts are up, both for 
out-of-state and international students. Travel money, part-time faculty, capital purchases, etc., are all 
being studied for possible cutbacks. The Town Meeting of April 23rd will offer some answers. 

Lancaster asked about the cost of the centers and that of recruiting: is either cost-effective? 
Patton replied that they are, that small enrollments in main campus classes are a greater problem. 
Murphy asked if planning for the future was tied too tightly to international student enrollment? Byrum 
asked about potential lost credit hours if vacant positions are left unfilled. Hawley pointed out that 67% 
of the university budget is located in Academic Affairs and wondered if other departments were being 
ask to cut back also. Bajaj asked about out-of-state recruiting, which has been extended to nine nearby 
states. Stevenson asked about the steady growth of non-teachers over 4-5 years and wondered if now is 
not the time to examine that growth; he also asked if the centers don't really keep enrollment up by 
offering required courses that are not offered at the main campus. Burns pointed out this department's 
two searches are almost done but now on hold: how many credit hours will they lose if the hold is not 
lifted? 
Patton indicated that all such search questions and appeals will be handled on a case-by-case basis. 

B. Honor Committee Proposal: Jay Mandt summarized the new Honors proposal (attached 
4/13 agenda) and explained how departments should offer upper-division Honors sections because too 
many such courses are now located in General Education classes, many of which do not interest current 
Honors students. Murphy asked if this changed the notion of the Honors "capstone" senior project. 
Mandt clarified that the senior project was always to be located in the student's major. Celestin and 
Murphy asked about the location of Honors courses versus General Education courses, and Byrum asked 
about a time frame for the proposed changes. 

Wahlbeck, chair of the General Education Committee voiced concern with overlap 
and the use of "further studies" and "issues and perspectives" terminology. The Byrum suggested that 
the language be changed so that no conflict can reside between Honors and General Education. Mandt 
and Wahlbeck agreed to work out the wording. Their proposal will be presented for vote at the 4/27/98 
meeting. 

C. Student Survey: Martha Shawver, Dean, Undergraduate Studies & Student Services, 
presented her survey results from the "Satisfaction of Students" at WSU questionnaires. Among the 
notable results were those showing a 5-point rise to 89.2% approval rating for overall WSU experience 
and a 3-point rise to 89.4% for those feeling academically challenged in the classes. But marks were low 
concerning the chance to develop any kind of non-classroom relationship with a WSU faculty member; 
marks were also low concerning campus safety after two incidents earlier this year. Shawver indicated 
that anyone interested may have a copy or partial copy of her 
results by contacting her. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:53. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Christopher Brooks 
Secretary 
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