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WICIDTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

MEETING NOTICE: Monday, February 22, 1999 
Room 107 CH 3:30 p.m. 

_/ 
ORDER OF BUSINESS: 

I. Call of the Meeting to Order 

Il. Informal Statements and Proposals 

Ill. Approval of the Minutes 

IV. President's Report 

V. Reports 
A. Are there biases in the SPfE ratings? Wm. Stevenson, Senator 
B. Ad Hoc Parking Committee - Diane Huntley, Will Klunder, Chairs 

(gold attachment) -

VI. Old Business 

VII. New Business 
A. Proposed Intellectual Property Policy - 1st reading (blue attachment) 

VITI. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Elmer Hoyer President 6314 Box44 
Jolynne Campbell Vice President 5653 Box43 
Nan Myers Secretary 5138 Box68 
A. J. Mandt President Elect 3375 Box 102 
William Terrell Past President 3220 Box 78 
ELECTED BY THE SENA TE 

Deborah Baxter 3103 Box53 
Dwight Murphey 3219 Box 77 

APPOINTED BY THE PRESIDENT 
Barbara Hodson 3240 Box75 

. 
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Wichita State University 
Parking Plan Committee 

Reserved Parking Space Survey 

To All WSU Faculty and Staff: 

A Parking Committee comprised of faculty, unclassified staff, classified staff and 
students has. been created to work with the administration to finalize and implement the 
parking plan. 

In response to comments from constituent groups following the initial announcement that 
the new parking plan would decrease reserved parking spaces, the revised parking 
proposal states: "Reserved parking spaces will be made available to any faculty and staff 
who choose the option of paying for a reserved space. A reserved space will be located 
in the faculty/staff lot that is located closest to the individual's office as assigned by the 
University Police Department." 

Cut and return this portion . 

Given the proposed fee structure; which option will you choose? 

D I will purchase a parking sticker at the proposed fee structure. 

D I will purchase a rese-rved parking space for $390. 

D I will not bring my vehicle to campus. 

The chair of the committee has asked Sally Fiscus, member of the committee to conduct 
this survey. The Parking Plan Committee will consider the information gathered from 
this informal survey as we begin finalizing details. 

Send your response to Sally Fiscus, Campus Box 44 

by December 16, 1998 . 



Results of Parking Survey to Faculty/Staff 

Approximately 2,100 surveys were mailed to faculty/staff. 
Received 855 responses - 40% return. 
* All comments received were quoted verbatim. 

63°/o - 537 individuals say they will purchase a parking sticker at the proposed fee 
structure. 
The following comments were attached: 
1. I find it interesting that the price for a reserved parking place is so exorbitant as to be financial out of 

reach of most classified personnel. A little dose of social Darwinism - the wealthy elite receive special 
perks simply because they can afford them, not because they deserve them. 

2. Not happily. I suppose that the reserved spaces will take all the good slots so that regardless of how 
early I get here, they will not be available. So getting a good parking space will now depend on making 
enough money to afford one. I really don't like this policy. 

3. I will purchase a parking sticker, but I need a parking spot that I know I can find. I make $600 @credit 
hour and I need a reserved spot to get from class to teacher supervisions and back to teach a class at 
WSU. I may as well work for free. You should look at the type of parking needed - we leave and 
return on the same day. 

4. Can't afford a reserved spot. 
5. I am forced to purchase a parking sticker and I object to the current fees when someone who makes 3 

times more than I do, only pays $1 more than me per pay period. Am I still going to have the same 
problems with finding a place to park because students and guests are parking in faculty/staff lots? 

6. I will purchase a parking sticker under protest because I live out-of-town. 

• 

7. Under protest. • . 
8. Under protest. 
9. Under loud protest. 
10. Not happy about it though. 
11. I will resign myself to a bad idea! 
12. Under protest! Unfair that staff, faculty, students must pay for previous administration's failure to 

properly administer parking funds. I would like to see accounting of where money was spent! 
13 . Needless to say, I hope the fee will be as minimal as possible. 
14. Is there any other option? 
15. Will I actually have a place to park without driving 15-30 minutes looking? 
16. Can't afford a reserved space, you're already taking my raise. 
17. Roger has assured me that I will be able to buy a reserved space for the regular price because of my 

handicap. 
18. Only if it's affordable, if not then I will NOT bring my car to campus. 
19. We have no choice. 
20. Do we have a choice? 
21. For what it's worth, I'd express my opposition to paving over any more of our beautiful campus for 

parking lots or roads. We have enough spaces now - have you ever not been able to find one 
somewhere? 

22. Is there any other real option? 
23. There is not a choice when you have to get to work! 
24. I can't afford to purchase a reserved space with what your average state employee makes? What a hoot! 
25. Very reluctantly!! 
26. There really is no other choice - I live too far to walk. This is nothing short of extortion! • 
27. There must be a parking slot per faculty/staff. If it is purchased then there must be an item to purchase -

it's the parking slot - not the sticker. 
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29. 

30. 

3 I. 

32. 

33. 
34. 

. 35. 
36. 

37. 

38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 

45. 
46. 
47. 

48. 
49. 

. 50. 
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Reluctantly! 
Not that my opinion will count for anything, but I'll give it to you anyway. First, I would like to preface 
my comments by saying, from what I've heard, we all know whose brilliant idea this was and I'm sure 
most of us would even be willing to help him pack. We can only hope that the new president will take 
into consideration that we don't need anything else deducted from our paychecks. Second, I feel we 
have a beautiful campus. And I realize it is quite expensive to maintain. But, I don't think its necessary 
to replace bulbs, flowers, etc., every year. Also, the new lighting fixtures are very appealing, but again 
there was nothing wrong with the old ones. As far as rerouting Alumni Drive, it's only been that way 
for a hundred years. Why screw it up? And the expense I'm sure was astronomical. So, if the so called 
"Hot Shots" that are in the higher positions, would only pull their heads out and think about what they 
are doing and think of ways to spend our money more efficiently, we might not have so many people 
ticked off in regards to the parking fee. But, of course, the higher ups can afford the parking fee, so it's 
no big deal to them. As you can see, I will purchase a decal, but only because you have me between a 
rock and a hard place. 
I will purchase, but I strongly feel this is completely unfair to the support staff of this university. I could 
make twice as much money for the job I do at many other places in this town, but I enjoy working at the 
university so I accept the below average wage. Basically your parking plan effectively negates any 
meager pay increase we will get in July. 
I will purchase provided that I will find a parking space when I need one. Otherwise, it becomes a form 
of gambling. 
Since I live on campus and my full-time job is on campus in the same building, I really don't have an 
option of leaving my car at home and walking or carpooling to campus. Therefore, I have to buy a 
parking sticker in order to park my car at home. 
What other choice do I have? 
Yes, provided some concession is made to the adjunct faculty and to retirees. In our case ( one of each) 
we use the parking lot at most four hours a week. 
Feels like a pay cut. 
I do not feel that employees should have to pay fm. improvements other than parking lots. No new 
streets or Metroplex improvements. 
I would be interested in a reserved parking space and probably could afford $200 for one, but $390 is 
out of the question. This is unfortunately as I often come and go from campus and spend time looking 
and waiting for parking. 
Wish I could ride a bike. 
Reluctantly, but I will because I have no choice. 
I really don't want to pay!! 
I will purchase a parking sticker at the renegotiated and hopefully lowered or eliminated fee structure. 
Under protest! 
I will unwillingly purchase ... 
Not my first choice. Purchasing reserved parking spaces for $390 is a silly question to ask classified 
employees. 
But not if all the lots are filled with reserved parking - one response is contingent on how others answer. 
I would like to see the proposed parking plan again. 
However, I don't want to end up parking on Hillside because ALL faculty/staff spaces are now 
"Reserved." How will the committee address reserved spaces for those buildings that don't have a 
faculty/staff lot nearby like Jardine/McKinley)? 
I am still thinking about the reserved spot and may do so at a later date. I'm just not sure right now. 
I hope they improve rough parking lots if we have to pay! Get rid of oil top lots because they are slick 
when wet and also fill in holes!! 
I wish I could afford a reserved spot. 
I am reluctant as I usually carpool to work so will only need said sticker once or twice a month. 
Does this mean that the police will be more efficient then they have been in the past? 

2 



53. 
54. 

55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 
63. 
64. 
65. 

66. 
67. 
68. 

69. 
70. 

71. 

72. 
73. 

74. 
75. 
76. 
77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 
81. 
82. 
83 . 
84. 

I will grudgingly purchase ... 
As a classified employee I have no choice. I can't afford a reserved space and I live 15 miles from here 
so I have to park on campus. Also, what happens if you purchase a reserved spot and someone parks in 
it? 
If I must, but the fee structure is too high. • 
Under protest! 
Yes, but I won't like it. 
None of the choices are palatable. 
What choice do we have? Purchasing a regular sticker is the lesser of three evils, but seems like it's 
unfair to pay and not be guaranteed a place to park. Reserved sticker is unreasonable and not bringing 
my car to campus is not feasible. 
Not a choice when you live 15 miles away. 
I'm not happy about this plan. 
Only because I have no choice! 
NO CHOICE! 
I will give up my current reserved parking space rather than pay $390 for it. 
But I don't think the fee should have a ceiling on annual income. Those who can afford it the most pay 
the least and % of income and if an individual wants a reserved stall he or she should pay the base fee 
plus $:XX additional for a reserved stall. 
I don't have a choice, and I can't afford a reserved space. 
But I will not be happy about it. 
Something needs to be done when there are other activities on campus at the same time a basketball 
game is played. Such as theater and music. 
Not very willingly however. 
I think this system is fair as long as everybody (Presidents, VP's, Executive Directors) have to abide by 
it!!! 
We are not happy about this situation - faculty/staff spaces keep disappearing every day! Now reserve. 
spots will take up what little we have left. If I ha'le to pay more for a staff parking permit than typical 
students - there had better be enough spaces for all faculty/staff to park in those spaces. 
Although I think it abysmal that we have to pay to come to work! 
I will purchase ... only if I have to. I would never pay $390 for a reserved space. I have to drive to 
work, but should not have to pay my employer to park! Let's have some open discussion about this 
entire matter with the new president. 
I will purchase ... at a reasonable fee structure. 
Unless the only way to be assured a parking space is to get a reserved space. 
Under protest. 
I am only on campus 1 day a week except at registration. Do I have to pay the same as a 5-day 
employee? 
Reserved space are too easy for students to park there, all they get is a $25 ticket. Maybe if they were 
towed away it would stop them or at least put up a sign "Will be towed away". 
I am totally against the proposed plan. As a state employee I bring home "beans" as a paycheck. I can' t 
afford $390 for parking. Give me a break! Parking is really sorry here anyway. I had to take my 4-
month-old to the doctor as an emergency, got back on campus at 10:05 a.m. and it took 15 minutes 
driving around looking for a spot. This takes away from my work time. By making reserved spots right 
by the building, all you accomplish is pushing people to park further back and walk further. I would 
think WSU would care more for their employees than that! 
Would prefer a shuttle. 
I hope that the University Police will keep students out of faculty/staff lots. • 
I am handicapped. Do I need additional stickers or will my handicap decal be sufficient? 
Will there be sufficient spaces in faculty/staff lots?! 
If it is too much, I will get the reserved one. 
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Will there be a cost to emeriti faculty? 
I will purchase .. . but not at the proposed fee structure. 
Parking problems, in my opinion, only occur during the first four days of any given semester. I question 
the justification to spend professorial/student time and taxpayers money in solving this questionable 
problem. The students and faculty could be inconvenienced and walk a little further four days out of 
every semester. 
Under protest of an unfair system that charges it's employee's to come to work. There goes my cost of 
living raise. 
I am being forced to purchase ... 
Not much of a choice! 
If we are required to purchase a parking sticker for a fee, then I think each faculty and staff should be 
guaranteed a parking space, especially if they pay. Therefore, there needs to be enough spaces 
available; because if you pay, you should have a space. 

92. I guess this is my only real option. There really is a penalty for those who make less money. 
93 . Not familiar with "proposed fee structure" I guess I would probably need to park on campus no matter 

what the fee structure is. 
94 . There are not enough choices on the survey. The issue is not really whether one would purchase a 

reserved space, but whether faculty would be willing to pay more for convenient parking if it can be 
made available . The faculty are in a bind here because the convenient lots are full by about 8: 15 am. 
When we arrive to teach a class beginning at 8:30 am or perhaps even 9:30 am, we park in student lots a 
considerable distance from our offices. The effect of this on morale is hard to gauge, but certainly 
negative. One obvious solution is the three-tiered structure found at most universities in which faculty, 
staff, and students park in different designated areas and pay different fees. This would appear to be a · 
good time to institute such a change, since the parking fee structure is being overhauled anyway. Thank 
you for your consideration of this idea . 

• 15% - 129 individuals say they will purchase a reserved parking space for $390. 
The following comments were attached: 
1. Provided appropriate signage can be installed that threatens a substantial fine for violation. The Fine 

Arts lot is a prime target for people who disrespect reserved parking spaces. 
2. I do not agree with the limits (ceiling) on the proposed fee structure. It should be a straight percentage 

of salary (not up to a certain figure) . 
3. Lower the price -you'll sell more, and make more money. 
4. Ifl'm assured it is available. 
5. I feel like I have no choice - parking is already such a problem and we have fewer and fewer spaces 

available in our lot as they continue to increase the reserved spaces this year - when everyone is able to 
have reserved parking, I fee I will no longer be able to park in our lot unless I have paid for a reserved 

6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

11. 

• 12. 
13 . 

space. 
Depending on how close it is to my office. Also, I would assume that the spots would be well patrolled 
for "squatters." 
If enforced 24 hours a day. 
Yes and I expect that space to always be available to me. Might want to consider a "gated" parking lot. 
Yes, if it's a one-time buy. Probably not if it's an annual rate. 
Teri would love a place close to the chapel since she always has so much to unload for her chapel 
services. 
I will not pay for a license to hunt. I will purchase a reserved parking space if I can park either of our 
cars in the space . 
If patrolling is enforced! 
If it is actually in the lot by my building and others won't use it. 
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14°/o - 121 individuals say they will not bring their vehicle to campus. 
The following comments were attached: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 

17. 

Where else do employees have to pay to come to work? Nonsense! 
Will need to come to campus once in a while for Southside Center business. 
Plan is too costly/pricey. 
Paying to park at a ST A TE INSTITUTION - to which I already pay taxes is outrageous. 
Without some of our cars on campus it would leave more room for students and visitors. 
I disagree with the whole fee structure. Why do we have to pay to work here? 
I am outraged about this whole damn deal. I refuse to pay any fee under the circumstances. This was 
very poorly done. 
I feel like I am back in the military. Someone comes up with an idea I do not like and I am forced to 
live with it. I am 50-years-old and this is the first time I will be in a situation like this. 
And F-K you all! 
I will ride with my son or daughter who are students. 
Hell NO! 
This is outrageous! What other employer asks employees to pay for parking!? 
I seldom drive now and the proposed fee structure is exorbitant for parking 2 or 3 times a year! 
Maybe a few times depending on schedule with spouse -we have only 1 car. 
Incomplete information. I cannot vote when I do not know what I am voting for so I will not bring my 
car to campus. 
As a .5 FTE and the time I arrive on campus there are few to none available! After working for WSU 
for 2 Yi years my first 2% raise will go to pay for my parking - which I often park off campus already! 
This whole situation sucks and smells fishy. Feels like somebody's pockets are getting lined 
somewhere, while we're being fleeced. Since not all employees actually pay for their spaces, this 
program is particularly unfair. Having spaces paid for by the department for those who can afford this 
more than the rest of the apparent employee peons is not the same as it coming out of th~ir own pocket. 
Get our pay scale closer to the top, instead of 18th out of 22, and maybe it would not be such a kick in 
the ass. Besides there is a cheaper way to finance this, without bonds, on which interest is paid. 

2°/o - 14 individuals chose Options 1 and 2 

• 

• 
1. I would want to know before hand what lot my reserved space would be in. There is NO faculty/staff lot 

near my building. 
2. It depends on how much the sticker is at the fee structure, how far away I will have to park ifl don't get 

a reserved space. 
3. I am considering both of these options. The second would be preferable if the fee rate were not so high. 
4. I am concerned about the new proposal that would allow anybody to pay for a reserve space. Many staff 

that can't afford to pay for a space will be left parking in distant parking lots should this proposal take 
place. It also means that there will be many parking spaces that will sit empty for good portions of the 
day. For example, if people are allowed to get reserved spots in the lot directly east of the Heskett 
Center, and I would suspect many people would want that, it could mean that at night time when those 
people go home, those spaces will sit empty and will directly impact students coming to participate in 
programs at night. It also means that the lowest paid employees at WSU will not be able to afford to 
purchase their own parking space. They would be punished because they don't have enough expendable 
income to put towards a reasonable close parking space. I foresee many faculty and administrators who 
make $30,000 or more deciding to get their own space just for the convenience of having a space they 
can count on. My decision on whether I would want a space depends on how many people would opt 
for this plan. If there are many people doing this, I would go ahead and get a space because ifl don't I • 
will never be able to park close to the building in which I work. I believe that opening up reserved 
parking for anyone who can afford to pay for it is a bad idea. The number of reserve spaces should be 
limited to the absolute minimum and we will be able to make better use of our parking lots and have a 
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5 . • 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

11. 
12. .13. 

much fairer situation for everyone. A question I have is would there be reserve spaces in every lot or 
would certain lots be filled up with all of the reserved parking spaces. So, my concern would be what 
lots would be identified as reserved lots? Thanks. 
I'm not sure how the details have been decided for our clinic physicians at Student Health. I will not 
allow them to pay for their reserved parking space and I'm not sure we'll be allowed to take this out of 
our Student Health budget. I addressed a memo to Mr. Roger Lowe back in the late summer/early fall 
1998 semester regarding this issue. I received a phone call from Mr. Lowe that Chief Rumrnery and 
some other representatives from departments in Ahlberg Hall besides myself would get together to 
discuss parking for our staff physicians, pharmacist, lab couriers and dental hygiene patients. I was 
never contacted about any meetings to discuss this issue. I still have concerns about the several parking 
spaces we currently have for our physicians, etc. - 1) who pays for them? 2) Are they considered 
reserved? 3) Will they be constantly monitored so others won't be able to park in them if we do pay the 
large fee assessed for them? Our physicians have their own private practice in the community and come 
to WSU out of their desire to give back to their community. They have set but limited time here at 
Student Health each week. We have seven different physicians with different times for coming. Our 
pharmacist comes daily at various times and our lab courier s come twice daily at various times. These 
parking spaces are very vital to us. Please advise me regarding these special parking spaces. 
Depends on the fee structure proposal. 
Depends on where I could park. 
Undecided 
I am unsure at this time. 
I prefer option 1, unless I have to park way out. I will purchase a reserved spot if I have to in order to 
have a decent spot. 
I would definitely go for reserved if the price was closer to $250 to $300. 
Depends, only if I can have one in the Corbin lot. 
Regarding option #1 - I'm not sure what the proposed fee structure is ... Regarding option #2 - I would 
reserve a space if the following were addressed: 1) Would the space be reserved for me at all times of 
the day and evening? What if I did not have a class early in the day but I had one at 7 p.m. in the 
evening? Would the space sit empty until I arrived? 2) What ifl only work part-time? Would the 
space sit empty for the other 20 hrs. of the workweek? Should I pay $390 ifl would only be using the 
space for 20 hrs. Could I share a space with another part-time employee? Many questions would need 
to be addressed before I could answer this survey with any certainty. 

1 °/o - 9 individuals choose Options 1 and 3 
1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

• 
5. 
6. 

7. 

Debating between the two. 
All of my classes that I teach are off campus, but my office and meetings are on campus. I believe my 
college should purchase a number of reserved spaces for faculty of the college as most of us go off 
campus for teaching on a regular (daily) basis. Already we spend time driving to various sites to teach 
loading and unloading teaching material. NOW we'll have to spend MORE TIME looking for parking 
or walking from off campus. 
What is the fee now? I've seen so many proposals I'm not sure I know what the current one is. There is 
no guarantee that a space will be there if someone parks there and doesn't "mind" getting a ticket. We 
have several spaces reserved at Student Health for our clinic physicians, pharmacists and lab couriers 
and we have others park there frequently throughout the year even when signs are posted. I may begin 
to ride my bike. 
I think the proposed fee structure is too high. 
Depends on the rate . 
Which should be GOOD for an AL TERNA TE vehicle, but I will not bring my vehicle to campus 
whenever possible. · 
Not sure waiting to see what happens might not bring my car to campus. 
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5°/o - 45 individuals shared other ideas 
1. Cannot make an informed vote! What is the current fee structure? • 
2. This will not change a thing! Waste of time. 
3. I'm not sure yet. 
4. I will seek employment elsewhere. 
5. I will bring my vehicle to campus, but do not wish to purchase parking sticker at proposed fee structure 
6. This parking fee is just a way to cut employee wages and tax them on that pay cut. At this time you 

have a captive workforce. 
7. Parking goes with a job, it's figured in like wheels on a new car. You don't sell a new car without 

wheels. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13 . 

14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 

22. 

23. 

What next, drinking fountain fee? 
This survey is weighted on the affirmative side of the parking issue. It has never completely been 
explained to us why the rates need to be increased. 
Protest. 
What is the current proposed fee structure? 
Park on the streets south of 1 7'11 creating a huge headache for the residents there. 
No good alternatives. The best way to go is to build a parking garage that will pay a portion of the cost 
by user fees of those who wish to have that convenience. If you must charge faculty and staff for 
employee parking, you should reduce our pay rather than have us pay from our salaries after tax income; 
this would reduce our cost. 
None of the options are acceptable. 
I will not purchase a sticker, but I will drive my vehicle. 
None of the above. 
I will not purchase a sticker but will drive my car to campus. 
None of the above. This is baloney. 
Save the $75,000 to retain our President in case we might need to use him, and use it for parking. 
I don' t know why this should apply to me. I don't work on campus. 

• 
Several comments on this issue. 1) My husband and I drive across town together. Ifl have to start 
paying for parking, we may choose to have him drop me off instead of me dropping him at work. 2) 
There is always an option of parking on the street just off campus. Also, the staff has discussed the 
possibility of car-pooling from the Dillon's lot at 21st and Oliver. 3) If we are required to pay for 
parking it will be extremely aggravating to drive from Woodman to campus meetings and not be able to 
find a place to park. It is an irritation now and will be more of an irritation if we are paying for the 
privilege to park but find no space available. Our staff regularly attends meetings on campus and deals 
with this issue. 4) If I purchase a parking sticker, it would not be a reserved one. We don't have a 
parking problem at Woodman. 5) Are we sure those with expense accounts, either personal or 
departmental, won't be using those funds to pay for their parking spaces. What about entities on campus 
that have access to non-State dollars? 6) Will reserved spaces have posts with the name of the person 
reserving the space listed to deter students from parking there? 
I drive a motorcycle and have never had a problem with parking. I feel that since my vehicle doesn't 
take up a lot of space and is environmentally friendly. Why should I have to pay for a parking space? 
Motorcycle riders should be excluded from this new proposed parking plan. It's like making everyone 
with bicycle pay for parking. This proposed plan to charge all vehicles is unjust, to all motorcycle 
riders. Because my vehicle doesn't do the damage that a car does to the roads and parking lots. If the 
plan remains the same. I will not drive to work and school. Because I will not support this capitalist 
greed, that our university is about to undertake. There is so much fraud, waste and abuse already in thi. 
education system. If the university would correct the waste, they would have the money to fix the 
parking system without the need for this new cash cow! 
I will retire early. 

7 



24. 
25. 
26. 

• 27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 

.40. 
41. 

42. 

43. 

• 

44. 

45. 

I will retire in January 1999 - not a problem for me. 
I will protest the purchase of a parking sticker at the proposed fee structure. 
None of the above. Actually, if forced I will opt for option 1. Option 3 is not practical and option 2 is 
ludicrous . 
Not enough options. 
I think paying for parking here is ridiculous. 
I will park on streets adjacent to campus and walk from there. 
We are NOT on state property-why should we have to pay to park? 
I protest this fee. As a state employee I make little enough wages - this is a hardship. 
I choose None of the Above. Why should I pay to park and NOT be guaranteed a space? 
Questions: I) Who determines who gets closer to the "office" building of choice - tenured? Lottery? 
Bribe? 2) Is $390 for a semester or a year? 3) What is the proposed fee structure? 4) What if you teach 
in a building other than where your office is? 5) What happens if someone is in "your space?" More 
questions need to be answered before I can respond to this "survey"! 
I am not sure what good this survey is going to be because everyone I talked to didn't know for sure 
what they want to do until there is some idea as to how many reserved spaces are going to be sold. If a 
lot are being sold then there will be a squeeze on the non-reserved spaces making it hard to find a spot 
during busy times. The inconvenience to the non-reseserved choose maybe greatly changed by the 
amount of reserved spaces sold as far as location goes also. 
I choose None of the Above. I would like to see a shuttle bus service which goes to all parking lots 
away from buildings. 
I don't pay any parking fee. 
Reserve parking should be limited and the charge of $390 should apply. 
I think the reserved fee is TOO high! 
As a part time member (dentist) of the Dental Hygiene School-this fee is a significant% of my pay. I 
will purchase a parking sticker only if it is fairly low. It would be inconvenient to not bring a vehicle to 
campus and would probably become difficult for local dentists to fill this position. 
I do not recall seeing any finalized information abeut the finalized fee structure for faculty and staff. 
Why is this sent before that information is available? 
Questions: 1) How much is the fee structure? 2) Will this be payroll deduction at $15 per pay period? 
3) How are campus police going to enforce reserved spaces? 
Questions: 1) What is the fee structure? I work 25 hours a week and I just want a sticker that will let 
me park on campus. How much will that cost? 
A no confidence vote on Roger Lowe is in order on this summer sand bagging operation and then he lied 
about it. The University should do this in a way that it is readily tax deductible. I'm damned unhappy 
with the process. 
What is the proposed fee structure. You have to be joking about the $390 for a reserved space - on my 
salary??? The spot better have a sign with my name on it. 
The proposed fee structure is too high. The annual cost of living increase will not even cover the 
minimal proposed fee. We went from paying $20 a year about 10 years ago to no parking fee and then 
now back again to your salary scale. Lower fee structures maybe best. 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

11/24/98 

Task Force on University Parking Plan . 
Dr. Will Klunder, Box 45 
Dr. Diane Huntley, Box 144 
Howard Taylor !{:/, 
Director, Heskett Center 

Heskett Center playfields 

Mr. Frank Rokosz suggested I write you detailing my concerns about the loss of the 
Heskett Center playfields. Adding playfields at the MetroPlex will be a welcome 
addition. We are in great need of additional play space to accommodate all the clubs 
and activities sponsored through the Heskett Center. When I first heard about new 
fields at the MetroPlex I was excited about this additional space. Losing the Heskett 
Center fields hinders our ability to offer programs for the campus. 

• 

Attached are memos that I sent to Dr. Tony Ross and Mr. Roger Lowe addressing my 
concerns with the proposed parking plan and loss of playfields. In my original memo I • 
thought Athletics would be hindered by suet} a plan, but it turns out they are supportive 
of the plan to convert Heskett Center playfields to parking. This will help them on 
baseball game day situations. 

One of my biggest concerns with the new playfield project is the fact that lights are not 
in the budget for that project. In order to offer quality programs to the students we will 
need to have lighting for those fields. 

The university administration has basically told me that the addition of parking space 
takes precedence over recreational opportunities on campus. They have also 
indicated that the playfields would never have been eliminated if new playfields had 
not become available at the MetroPlex. It is our plan to make the best out of whatever 
situation we end up with. My whole purpose in arguing against the parking plan was 
my concern for providing adequate playfield space on campus and trying to avoid the 
loss of the positive atmosphere we have when students are playing on campus in 
Intramural programs. 

Thanks for your concern about this situation and I hope the information I have provided 
you helps. 

• 



• 

• 
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July 27, 1998 

To: 
From: 

Roger Lowe, Vice-President for Administration and Finance 
Howard Taylor, Director Heskett Center 

Subject: Heskett Center Playfields & Proposed Parking Plan 

Benefits of plan 

Reaction to Parking Plan 
Summary 

1. Addition of 400 parking spaces. 
2. Increased revenue for baseball parking, although people will still park in the 

neighborhood in order to avoid paying for parking, particularly during Valley 
and Regional Tournaments. 

Disadvantages to the plan 
1. Loss of half of the play space on campus. 
2. Loss of green space at a main entrance to campus. 
3. Less student play and activity on campus, loss of feeling of student life . 
4. lntramurals will see a reduction in outdoor participation. Numbers will easily be 

cut from 1,000 to 500 students involved. 
5. Cost of running intramurals and other activitres will increase by $3,000 - $5,000. 

Multiple supervisors will be needed to cover multiple fields. Also, if games are 
played late. cost of keeping a staff member in the Heskett will add to operation 
costs. 

6. Center sponsored outdoor events. Reduction of over 10,000 visits to campus by those 
involved with these events. Loss of at least $5,000 in revenue. 

7. New costs to bus those in student housing to Metroplex $3,000 to $5,000 per 
year. 

8. Loss of participation because of inconvenience in time and location. Also, 
potential loss of student enrollment if campus is perceived to be further lacking 
in student life. 

9. Loss of a $50,500 grant for NYSP or reduction in quality of program. 
, O Loss of field space for outside rentals such as Barry Sanders football camp and much 

more. Loss in revenue from rentals because of parking plan will easily 
be $20,000. 

11 . Longer emergency response time for injuries and support if primary play space 
1s Metroplex. This will be due to proximity to care- givers. (Heskett Center and 
Campus Police) 

12. Logistically, more difficult to hold most events and activities at the Metroplex. 
Dealing with equipment and supplies will be more difficult. Reporting game 
results and information is delayed. 

13. Softball can not be played at Heskett fields if they are cut in half. Area is too 
small. 

14. Loss of half of a $10,000 investment in astroturf home plates areas on the 
current playfields that was made less than 5 years ago. 

15. lntramurals will be offered at daylight times or we will hold one game at a time 
under the lights on the remaining field. Games will go at least until midnight in 
order to get games in. 

16 Student fee increase will be needed to cover extra expenses and loss of 
revenue. 



The staff at the Heskett Center is very distressed by the new parking plan put forward 
by President Hughes on July 17th. On behalf of my staff and the students we serve, 1 
would like to raise four major concerns. The first is the process by which decisions 
were made, which precluded input from administrators and users of the Heskett Center 
playfields. Second, I am concerned about the effects this decision will have on 
campus recreation programs; and third, I fear a general negative impact on student life 
at Wichita State University. My fourth concern involves the financial implications this 
plan will have on guests and visitors to the Heskett Center. 

My first concern involves how the decision was reached to eliminate half of the play 
space that is just north of the Heskett Center. The first I heard of this proposal was at a 
staff meeting that Dr. Ross led on April 23, 1998. At that time, Dr. Ross indicated that 
this issue was being discussed on a preliminary basis. I wrote a brief memo back to 
him on April 27th to express some of my concerns. In his response on May 8th he 
indicated that the information he shared was preliminary, that "no decisions or 
changes have been made, and that the University is not close to implementation of 
any type of plan." Then on June 19th, while attending a meeting on another matter, I 
was told that a decision was made to take half the fields. 

It is interesting to note that drawings showing the elimination of all Heskett Center 
fields was presented at a Phase IV meeting in February. These plans must have been 
worked on well in advance of the meeting in February. I would think it would have 
made sense to find out how this plan might effect student recreation and the impact it 
will have on the more than 1,000 students participating each year. There certainly was 
time for this to occur. It was important enough to show Athletics but not important 
enough for student recreation and student life. Also, if this plan was presented to the 
Athletic Department, during phase IV meetings, at least five months before it was 
revealed to the rest of campus, what kind of role did the benefit to baseball have on the 
decision? Why was this not officially presented in the parking plan proposal made 
public in July? It obviously was an important consideration and benefit to baseball. 

The downsizing of the play area negatively impacts Heskett Center operations in 
several ways, which in turn affects the quality of student life on campus. Are the 
people who made this decision fully aware of the consequences to Heskett Center/ 
Campus Recreation programs? Perhaps they are not, since our input was not 
requested. Although I realize that the University must make decisions that ent,_ance 
the overall welfare of the campus, I think that decision-makers should be aware of all 
the implications of one avenue of action over another. I suspect that student reaction 
to this decision will be quite negative. Unfortunately, most of them are gone in the 
summer, and they don not even realize this decision has been made; so, their voices 
go unheard. 

• 

• 

My second concern is the impact this will have on recreation programs at WSU. I • 
expanded on this briefly in my memo to you on June 24th, after I learned that half of 
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the playfields had already been taken for parking. Any loss of playfield space will hurt 
recreational programming. The outdoor intramural program will be devastated. 
Currently, over 1,000 students participate each year in the outdoor programs offered 
through intramurals. In October and November, almost the entire program is played 
under lights. Otten, the program runs until 10:00 p.m., using the entire playfield space. 
Reducing the field size by half will increase our operational costs as well as require 
teams to play at inconvenient times that will be counter productive to them as 
students. 

It has been indicated that lighted fields are not planned at this time for the Metroplex. 
In addition, it is questionable whether the City of Wichita will ever allow lights to be put 
in that area because of its proximity to a residential area. 
To run a viable intramural sports program on this campus, it is necessary to have two 
or three lighted fields in the same location. This allows for maximum participation and 
prudent use of funding. 

The sport club program will struggle as a result of this decision. Our soccer clubs 
typically practice after 7:00 p.m. Being in a situation without lights will make practice 
impossible. With the current parking proposal there will be one lighted field . remaining. 
Everybody who wants to participate can not play on that one field! In addition, 
scheduling soccer matches will be complicated by the loss of the field. The Laszlo 
Tournament that we run in the spring brings twenty teams from five different states. I 
do not see any way we will be able to continue-hosting that event. We also ho~t a 3 on 
3 soccer tournament that generated revenue for Heskett Center programs; which will 
probably become too difficult to host. We generated $3,000 in profit in our second 
year of hosting this tournament. This event has the potential for generating between 
$10,000 and $20,000 in profit. This tournament brought over 1200 people to campus 
this past summer. Running events at multiple sites and the lack of lights will limit our 
ability for growth. Even if another field space is made available to us, it will take twice 
the work to put on the same event in two locations, which at some point becomes 
impractical. 

The Heskett Center has been able to rent the fields forty to fifty times a year. Rental of 
fields will become more difficult when our options for field rental are reduced. Many of 
the groups that rent the playfields rent the Heskett Center as well as field space, and 
we will not have adequate field space near the Heskett Center for some of tho.~e 
groups. 

The National Youth Sports Program, which is a program funded by a grant through the 
NCAA and the federal government, will be greatly impacted by this decision. This 
program brings between 200 and 250 economically-disadvantaged youth to our 
campus each summer for five weeks. In order to accommodate those numbers, it is 
necessary to have adequate gymnasium and field space in close proximity to each 
other. In many ways , we are already over crowded within the existing space. Cutting 
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that space in half will make it nearly impossible to operate quality programs for these 
kids. Because of the NCAA guidelines we must follow, it would be impossible to 
transport the kids to the Metroplex fields, as well as too costly. If this program is 
discontinued, we would lose a grant totaling $50,500 plus the positive community 
service this program provides. · 

My third concern relates to a loss of student life. For the past four years, the Division of 
Student Affairs has tried to improve student life. Many people from WSU and in the 
community indicate that there is no student life at WSU. I believe the reduction of 
playfields will greatly reduce the student life available through recreational sports 
programs. This plan seems to go against all the initiatives to improve student life. We 
have heard from many people that they enjoy seeing the football, soccer and softball 

games that are conducted on Thursday, Friday and Sunday nights at the playfields. 
Many of the activities taking place on the playfields will cease to exist or will have to be 
moved to the new fields. The impact on the image of the University will continue to 
head in the wrong direction. Those making the parking plan proposal can cite facts as 
to the number of parking spaces that will be added, and they can probably give figures 
for the increased revenue that can be achieved through regular parking and parking 

• 

for baseball games. It is impossible for me to quantify the negative peripheral impact • 
that the decision will have on the University's image. We will increase black top and 
asphalt and will reduce green space, which·wifl give one of the main entrances-to our 
campus a less aesthetic feel. 

It appears that we are rushing into this project, and there are many, many questions 
that have yet to be answered. Who is going to oversee the new Metroplex fields? 
Who has the knowledge and expertise in the area of sports and activities to insure 
proper implementation of policies and procedures for those spaces? Will lights ever 
be allowed in that space? If so, can funding for those lights be tied into the parking lot 
expenditures? Why don't we fund lights now? What about storage for all the 
necessary equipment to support those fields? Is enough time being allowed to 
adequately develop the fields at the Metroplex before programs are switched to those 
fields? Have plans been implemented for logistical, security and safety issues relating 
to use of those fields? Has thought been given to how students in University housing 
will be transported to the Metroplex fields so they can participate in recreational 
programming? Proper supervision of the Metroplex fields will be vital to the success of 
that area. People knowledgeable in sports and sports management should be over
seeing the scheduling and operation of the Metroplex. 

My final concern relates to the financial aspect of the new parking plan. It was stated 
1n the parking memo that rental groups will have to pay to park in campus lots. Many 
of lhese groups come in on Friday nights or on weekends. These are times when the • 
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parking lots are generally not being used. We have already had groups call us after 
reading about the President's comments on this matter and they have asked how this 
is going to affect them. In the parking memo, he indicates that they would be charged 
between O and $500 depending on the event and the size of the group. We have 
already had our largest rental group, a gymnastics event, tell us if they are charged for 
parking , they will take their event elsewhere. This gymnastics group brings over 5,000 
people to campus each winter. We generate over $6,000 in rental income from them 
through three rentals each year. I do not know of any other sports facility in the area 
that charges parking fees for those participating in tournaments and recreational 
activities. I strongly encourage there not be a parking fee charged to rental groups. I 
would estimate that we will lose at least half of the rentals we currently make if this 
plan 1s implemented. Overall, I anticipate losing up to $20,000 in rental income if these 
changes occur. 

Also, in the parking memo it mentioned that the National Youth Sports Program 
employees and others will be charged to park on campus. We have some NYSP staff 
who make as little as $800 or $900 for five weeks of work. By the time taxes are taken 
out . they bring home about $500. Charging those people for parking would in my 
opinion be inappropriate. They are doing a seryjce for the community and our campus 
by coming here and working for those minimal wages. We have instructors who teach 
swimming. gymnastics. Tae Kwon Do, etc. while making $7.00 or $8.00 an hour and 
working 14 or 15 Saturdays a semester. Their income is minimal. If we have to charge 

· them parking fees, many of our instructors wil~quit working here. I propose that 
anyone making under $5,000 a year be exempt from parking fees. If we had to raise 
the fees for our programs, many of our participants would quit participating, including 
alumni members. I estimate we could lose at least half of our alumni members which 
will translate to a loss of $10,500. We will lose them to the YMCA, Wichita Racquet 
Club, Health Strategies and the other clubs who do not charge for parking. It is 
important to understand that no other recreational programs in the city charge parking 
to their participants. 

In keeping with WSU's mission of a Metropolitan University, the Heskett Center serves 
constituents in the city, state and region. We would be creating some negative public 
relations by converting the only playfields on campus into a parking lot and charging 
parking fees to our outside users. Instead of opening our arms to the community, we 
are closing the doors on them. I am very concerned about a number of proposals in 
the parking plan and believe they will have a negative impact on our students.and 
community. I would be happy to share any additional information with you as needed. 
Please give this important issue your immediate attention. Thank you. 

cc Dr. Tony Ross 
Dr. Lori Reesor 
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WICHITA STATE UNNERSI1Y 
Classified Senate 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: December 22, 1998 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Roger Lowe J " 
0 

. 

Sally Fiscus ,~i-

Student Parking Survey " 

I am concerned about the Student Parking Survey. When you called me last week and 
asked for my opinion about doing a survey, I thought it was a good idea. But, I didn't 
realize your survey would focus only on the playfields at the Heskett Center. After 
reviewing the Student Parking Survey, I have some questions that I would appreciate 
answers. 

Is the survey being sent to all students, even those who do not attend class on the main 
campus? 

Is the survey going to students who primarily take night classes or are returning students? 

I don't think the parking plan and the development of the Metropolitan Complex fields 
have been explained in detail. How do we know students fully understand the 
implications of these projects? For example, do they know that at this time, there is not 
funding available to light the MetroPlex fields? 

What kind of responses would it take to convince the Administration that the playfields 
are needed? What kind of return rate on the survey is expected and how will the results 
be evaluated? 

Would the University consider surveying the entire student population on other student 
affairs and student fee issues? For example, would we determine funding of athletics 
based on student response to a survey supporting the funding of athletics? Would we 
survey the students on their desire to pay annual parking fees? If so what kind of 
response would be considered supporting of the proposal or detracting from the proposal? 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260-0114 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Do you think it would make sense to get more demographic information on the students? 
Typically, Intramural sports are an activity that is of interest to traditional age students; 
consequently, we may have about 10% of the students involved in Intramural. Most 
other students would respond that they do not participate in intramural and recreational 
sports. 

Serious questions arise about the wisdom of the proposed survey. For example, should a 
student survey be the deciding criteria on whether we offer or continue to offer any other 
student service or activity? Why were other alternatives not given? For example, 
converting golf course hole number five or the proposed alternative site south of Levitt 
Arena as options. 

I believe the University is serious about finding out the need for the fields. Perhaps we 
can find a better way to do it than by spending so much money on this survey. The real 
question is whether the fields are adequately used. A determination should be made as to 
what adequate usage is. Talking to those who are in charge of the fields could probably 
do that. Checking with other recreational sports experts to determine what a general view · 
of adequate field use is can also do it. Another important question is whether the amount 
of usage we put on the fields and the value of that usage is more important than 
converting it to parking spaces. It really doesn't have anything to do with whether 
students would vote to retain the fields or not. Students would probably vote against 
many things that faculty and administration thinks are important or costs them more 
money . 

It was my understanding that the Parking Plan Committee was designed to allow all four 
constituent groups to have a part in the decision making of the final details. So far, it 
seems that every idea we've explored has been ignored. The one item that I felt good 
about was leaving the Heskett Center Playfield intact because the students want the field 
as it is. The morale on campus is already low; I am truly concerned that this survey will 
generate more negative feelings about our administration. 

cc: Eugene Hughes 
Donald Beggs 
Tom Brock 
Alberto Fregoso 
Diane Huntley 
Will Klunder 
Ryan Martin 
James Roger 
Linda Small 
Donna Spader 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Sally Fiscus 

FROM: Ro~e 

DATE: January S, 1999 

SUBJECT: Your December 22, 1998 memo regarding the Student Parking Survey 

Your above subject memorandum troubles me, especially after talking with you about sending the 
survey. Similar to your interest in surveying the faculty and staff about reserved parking, it 
appeared very pertinent to obtain the students input about adding parking on the south half of the 
Heskett playfields vs retaining the playfields intact. 

Subsequent to the Committee's last meeting, President Hughes and I discussed the many 
negatives about parking received from earlier student surveys, thus prompting the survey. 

My answers to your questions follows: 

• The survey has been sent to all students enrolled during the Fall 1998 semester. Students 
enrolled off the main campus pay parking fees and are entitled to come to the main 
campus to use various facilities and services and many of them do so. 

• Information about the parking plan has been broadly disseminated through the media 
(Sunflower, Wichita Eagle and TV) and ata number of meetings. Funding of the lighting 
of the new play fields at the Metropolitan Complex will be assessed after the parking and 
road system bids are taken for the Metropolitan Complex. 

• There has been no predetermination about what kind of responses would be needed "to 
convince the Administration that the playfields are needed?" There has been no 
anticipated return rate but we did feel the students input would be important and 
appreciated . 

• I am unable to answer your questions concerning student surveys for a number of other 
topics. Your suggestion of charging annual parking fees to students would be 
inappropriate in that we have a number of students who attend in one semester but do not 
return the following semester. Each year we enroll approximately 20,000 different 
students. 

• With regard to demographics, the survey makes it optional for a student to provide their 
zip code. We felt that would provide some demographic data without invading the 
students privacy. 

• The matter concerning converting the golf course or land south of Levitt Arena as 
alternative parking sites has been fully discussed and questions answered as to the reasons 
why they are not practical alternatives. 

• 

• 

• 
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• You are correct that "the University is serious about finding out the need for the fields"; 
however, I cannot agree with your last two sentences about students. We believe student 
input is important and the notion that the majority of students "would probably vote 
against many things that faculty and administration thinks are important or costs them 
more money" is simply incorrect .. 

• I also must take issue with your final paragraph. · Hopefully we will agree to disagree. 
You say, "So far, it seems that every idea we've explored has been ignored". That doesn't 
relate to the facts when you consider that as a Committee we have 

Agreed that major refurbishing of many of the existing lots are needed. 

Agreed that parking should be expanded at the site of the Communications 
Building after it is razed. 

A majority agreement of the proposed routing of the perimeter road. 

A majority agreement on not recommending a tiered (zoned) parking plan. 

Agreed upon reviewing a change to the sliding salary schedule for faculty and 
staff in an effort to reduce the charge to persons that are paid at a lower annual 
salary level. (This will be done at the January 8lh meeting at 1 :30 - 3 :00 in 
Morrison Board Room.) 

Reviewed an optional plan proposed by one member of the Committee, to 
charge faculty and staff on a percentage of salary basis vs a sliding salary 
schedule. 

Finally when you approached me and volunteered to survey the faculty and staff about reserved 
parking, I felt that to do so was a good idea and asked you to proceed. (I will appreciate your 
being prepared to make a report of your findings.) 

I am hopeful that this response will be helpful to you as we come to closure on this important 
issue. 

cc : Donald L. Beggs 
Tom Brock 
Alberto Fregoso 

v Diane Huntley 
Will Klunder 
Ryan Martin 
James Rogers 
Linda Small 
Donna Spader 
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Report of the Faculty Senate Members of the Ad Hoc Parking Committee 

It was our understanding that the parking committee was formed in the interest of shared 
governance to develop a parking plan agreeable to all constituencies of the University. 
Unfortunately, the committee was not allowed to do more than "fine tune" or "finalize" the plan 
presented by VP Lowe. That was how he phrased the work of the committee. For example, at 
our first meeting, Mr. Lowe asked for future agenda items. Faculty representatives presented 
several items for consideration, including basic underlying assumptions and principles, inequities 
in fees, and consideration of actual current parking needs rather than relying on figures from the 
dated study of 1994. These items were never incorporated into meeting agendas. Moreover, 
there are details in the Plans for Implementing Parking Plan draft ofNov. 17, 1998, that were 
never discussed or voted on by the committee; for instance, VIP permits at $10.00 per year, 
charges to employees of University affiliated corporations, charges for restricted spaces allocated 
to clinics, charges to departments for these spaces for an undisclosed fee, miscellaneous parking 
charges, charges for rental of facilities, charges to colleges and departments for requested parking 
decals for those who teach without pay, and the discrepancy between charging departments and 
the statement in item 30 that "no university related funds can be used for payment of individual 
parking, reserved parking." 

An additional concern is that the chair took the minutes at all meetings. Those minutes 
were never reviewed by the committee at subsequent meetings, nor were they corrected. When 
inaccuracies or omissions were brought up during committee meetings, there were ignored. 
There were no corrected or revised minutes. Minutes were never approved by the committee. 

The results of the parking plan committee report, dated February 9, 1999, do not include 
results of the faculty-staff survey. The faculty-staff survey is not even mentioned in that report. A 
copy, with comments from faculty and staff, is included for your information. It is interesting to 
note that while the faculty-staff survey is not included with the report, the results from the student 
survey is included. It should be noted that the committee had no input into the student survey, 
and indeed no prior knowledge of the survey. It was drafted and mailed under the direction of 
Mr. Lowe. Faculty have serious concerns about the validity of the survey, which were raised at 
the last committee meeting. The survey and results were presented only minutes before the final 
vote on the Heskett Center playing fields, despite the concerns expressed about the survey. These 
concerns include the low percent of respondents; the timing of the survey during the first week of 
the semester; and the lack of information about the student respondents, specifically whether or 
not they were taking classes on the WSU campus and whether they were full or part time 
students . 
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At our first meeting, in a poll of the committee members, there was unanimous support for 
retaining the Heskett Center playing fields. Both students in particular spoke out very forcefully 
in favor of retaining the playing fields. One committee member stated that since the students 
adamantly opposed paving the fields, he would support their position. At the final meeting of the 
committee, students brought up concerns regarding loss of the playing fields and use ofMetroplex 
fields as a replacement. Oral assurances regarding their concerns were made by Mr. Lowe. The 
motion to pave the south half of the Heskett Center field was made "with the understanding that 
the university would provide transportation to and from the fields for those needing a vehicle and 
provide restroom and shower facilities at the Eugene M. Hughes Metropolitan Complex." The 
quote is from the minutes of that meeting. The provisions of the motion are not included in the 
final report, and considering the 4 to 4 vote, are pertinent to your decision. Of course, if the plan 
did not call for all the lots to be renovated within a period of two or three years, the Heskett Field 
lot would not be necessary. We fail to see the need for totally disrupting one-third to one-half of 
the campus for several years while such construction is taking place; the lack of parking during 
this period will certainly have a negative impact on the number of students and faculty/ staff willing 
to purchase parking stickers. Mr. Lowe's response when asked what will happen if enrollment 
declines during the next fifteen years, or more students and faculty/staff than estimated choose not 
to purchase parking permits, simply replied that everyone else will have to pay more. That is the 
crux of the problem with the proposed plan: we are committing ourselves to a fifteen-year plan 
that leaves no flexibility to meet future exigencies . 

The issue of the playing fields was discussed at several meetings, despite the unanimous 
consensus at the first meeting. When other issues were brought up for further discussion, Mr. 
Lowe's response was that we had already discussed or had already voted on that issue, and no 
further discussion was allowed. At the meeting on December 9, a faculty member of the 
committee was requested by Mr. Lowe to gather information regarding student health and dental 
hygiene clinic parking to present to the committee at its next meeting on January 8. However, it 
was not included on the agenda for that meeting. That committee member raised the point that 
the information had been requested for discussion, and was available. The issue was postponed 
until the final meeting. That meeting agenda consisted of two items I and 2 a -f Item 2.e. was 
"Recommendation on reserved spaces for the Dental Hygiene Clinic and Student Health." By the 
time that item was reached, there was no time to consider it. Committee members were not 
allowed to discuss or vote on the issue. A copy of the information was given to Mr. Lowe. 

While we recognize the need to arrive at a parking plan in a timely manner, this process 
did not provide an opportunity for a thorough consideration of the original plan, possible 
alternatives, and the actual parking needs of the university. It is our considered opinion that this 
ad hoc Parking Committee was not allowed to to fulfill its charge; which we believed was to 
examine the parking situation at Wichita State University and develop an equitable and long-term 
plan. The Wichita State University Parking Plan should address the needs of students, faculty, 
staff, and visitors to the campus in a fair and satisfactory manner. To help achieve that end, the 
following suggestions and comments are offered. 
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The Comprehensive Parking Study of 1994 is not only dated, but predicated on misleading 
information. The Plan, which computes 76% of the parking spaces deficit to be on the West Side 
of campus, does not take into account changes in enrollment or the opening of several satellite 
sites which have also alleviated the parking "problem." (Additionally, hundreds of spaces have 
been added as part of the Wheat shocker Apartments renovation.) In fact, one of the few points 
that the Committee members and ex-officio attendees unanimously agreed upon was the fact that 
WSU suffers from the perception that there is a parking problem~ when, in reality, there is a 
surplus of parking spaces within easy walking distance of any destination. The Plan's analysis is 
further skewed by the "Design Day" concept, contributed to by the WSU administration when 
funding the study. The Design Day, upon which the study is based, was chosen for very early in 
the semester (when traffic is heaviest and many newer students have not yet settled into a parking 
routine) and included a basketball game in Henry Levitt Arena. Furthermore, the consultants 
were told to factor in a hypothetical performance at Wilner Auditorium. Clearly, the Design Day 
statistics contribute to the already exaggerated parking "problem" based on an outdated study. 

The Comprehensive Parking Study recommended four Parking Programs, costing between 
$25,752,000 and $33, 857,000. None of these proposals has been adopted by the plan·presented 
by Vice President Roger D. Lowe. Instead, a completely different plan was formulated. A plan 
that, if implemented, would take fifteen years to pay off and require the quadrupling of already 
recently increased parking fees for students and burden each typical faculty and staff member with 
fees totally during that period a significant amount of money . Such a financial burden would also 
most certainly severely restrict implementing new parking lots or parking structures, should the 
need arise. What the more than $11,000,000 committed to this plan would provide is the re
routing and construction of the Perimeter Road on the West Side of campus, the resurfacing and 
restriping of existing lots, destruction of the Communications Building and the construction of 
new spaces on the site south of 17th Street, and the destruction of half of the Heskett playing 
fields. Only those aspects of the plan pertaining to the existing lots and the old Communications 
Building are necessary expenses that rightfully should be borne by those paying parking fees. 

If the administration feels compelled to re-route the Perimeter Road, that should be paid 
for out of the general university budget, or other sources of revenue. (If local or state 
governmental funding is not feasible, an allocation from fees collected for exclusive contract 
rights with the university community might be tapped--for example, from Commerce Bank, food 
service companies, and soft drink venders.) If safety reasons call for a new entrance/exit on 
Perimeter Road south of the Levitt Arena, that can be accomplished at considerably less cost than 
the major realignment of the road currently proposed. The present plan additionally will force 
thousands of pedestrians to walk across the heavy traffic of the new Perimeter Road, when the 
original purpose of that "outer boundary" road was to separate pedestrian and vehicular traffic 
and facilitate the flow of vehicular traffic to and from campus. Re-routing of the road near 
Hubbard, Jabara, and Morrison Halls, in short, will either slow traffic and/or increase the risk to 
students and faculty/staff walking to and from the adjacent parking lots. It makes more sense, 
from both a safety and economic perspective, to "curb and gutter" the existing road. 
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Paving over half the Heskett fields is ill-conceived and short-sighted, as the Committee 
members have frequently agreed. (We urge you to consider as well the strong opposition to this 
proposal by Howard Taylor, Director of the Heskett Center.) Several hundred more parking 
spaces across the street from an already under-utilized large parking lot (#19) will not appreciably 
affect parking, but will detract from the quality of campus life, have a negative impact on WSU' s 
community service, and ultimately cost all students and those faculty and staff memebers who join 
the Heskett Center additional fees to offset the loss of summer grants (such as the National Youth 
Sports Program). Furthermore, since softball could no longer be played on the truncated field, it 
is only a matter of time until the north section is also turned into a parking lot--adding to the loss 
of"green space" on campus. It makes more sense, from every possible perspective (including 
economic and aesthetic), to expand south ofLot #19 into the Golf Course, if more spaces are 
indeed essential in that region of the campus. Such a proposal, in fact, was the primary 
suggestion of the Comprehensive Parking Study (those consultants placed the Heskitt fields well 
down on their list of possible alternatives). Since any parking plan will be implemented over a 
period of several years, there would be ample time to work out any contractual snags and course 
realignment problems relating to this proposal. This should be the first choice for any new 
parking lot. (See Alternatives Fl and FIA in the Comprehensive Parking Plan.) 

It is essential that an equitable fee structure be adopted for students, faculty, and staff at 
WSU to pay for parking costs. Students, for example, might contribute $2.50 or $3.00 per credit 
hour, and Faculty/Staff according to their salary: 

Less than $30,000 
$30,001 to $60,000 
More than $60,000 

$1.00 per pay period ($26/year) 
$2.00 per pay period ($52/year) 
$4.00 per pay period ($104/year) 

Reserved Spaces (with the exception ofno additional charges for the Presidents ofWSU, SGA, 
and the Classified, Unclassified, and Faculty Senates): $15.00 per pay period ($390/year) 

Additionally, because the Wichita community already contributes more than $5,000,000 annually 
through the mill levy to the University, there should be no charge to those who visit the campus 
(including school groups, clinic patrons, etc.). It is, however, recommended that the number and 
location of visitor, handicapped, service, and other special-usage spaces be studied to provide 
adequate parking for all. The standing Traffic Policy Committee (representing all WSU 
cnstituencies) might be the appropriate committee to deal with these and similar matters. 

The parking fees raised each year from students, faculty, and staff should provide an 
adequate revenue to resurface and restripe existing lots on a "pay as you go" basis. (It will, of 
course, be necessary to ensure that all the funds raised for parking construction and maintenance 
be allocated for those specific purposes.) This will meet the needs of the WSU community for the 
foreseeable future, and keep our options open regarding new surface lots or parking structures 
during the next fifteen years. If these general guidelines are adopted ( and adapted), Wichita State 
University and our neighboring community should benefit for years to come. 
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Alternative Parking Maintenance and Expansion Cost Summary for Parking 

The figures presented by Vice President Lowe in the "Parking Maintenance and Expansion 
Project Cost Summary" document add up to $6,434,143 for the total project cost. That includes 
$896, I 00 for re-routing the Perimeter Road and $360,200 for paving over the Heskett Intramural 
Field. If student enrollment remains about the same (that is, at an annual rate of290,000 credit 
hours), parking revenues from student fees would total approximately: 

$725,000, at $2.50 per credit hour, 
$870,000, at $3 .00 per credit hour. 

(Student fees would be capped at $50 per semester; $25 for the summer sessions.) 

Coupled with the slightly more than $100,000 collected annually in parking fines, and the 
new revenues from faculty/staff parking fees, this would provide the funding necessary to 
renovate and maintain parking facilities in an orderly fashion. Even if the Perimeter Road costs 
are included in the project, it could be paid for in less than two-thirds the time projected in the 
plan proposed by Mr. Lowe (and at a lower cost to students and faculty/staff). Such a plan would 
also guarantee that the campus would not be completely disrupted for several years; construction 
could be spread out over seven or eight summers. This would provide adequate parking in those 
lots not being renovated; and students for the next several years would therefore benefit from this 
approach (rather than enduring parking chaos during that period). Additionally, an equitable 
"pay-as-you-go" plan has the added benefit of continuing to generate revenues indefinitely-
enabling the university to undertake additional construction and maintenance as needed. Such a 
proposal, for example, would not preclude the construction of a parking garage for at least fifteen 
years. 

In summary, the alternative parking plan endorsed by the Faculty Senate would fund 
essentially the same construction and maintenance program (with the exceptions of the Heskett 
Intramural Field and re-routing the Perimeter Road) as the plan presented by Mr. Lowe. But the 
alternative plan would cost less (thereby boosting student and faculty/staff morale--please take a 
look at the unsolicited comments from the faculty/staff parking survey), take less time to pay off, 
provide adequate parking while being implemented, and maintain flexibilty to meet the future 
needs of this university. 

Diane Huntley 
Willard Carl Klunder 



• WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY POLICY 

The purpose of the Wichita State University Intellectual Property Policy is to foster the free and 
creative expression and exchange of ideas and knowledge; to preserve traditional academic practices 
and academic freedom with respect to scholarly and creative/artistic work; and to establish principles 
and procedures for distributing income from copyrightable and patentable research. Traditional 
academic practice defines "work-for-hire" as cases in which scholarly and artistic activity is 
supported by a direct allocation of funds for the pursuit of a designated project, is expressly 
commissioned by the university, or is otherwise subject to specific contractual obligations. This 
policy applies to all full-time or part-time employees, including students, who create intellectual 
property related to specifically contracted works-for-hire. When revenues are to be shared in such 
cases, the creator( s) shall obtain his/her/their share only after the university has recouped any direct 
costs borne by the university for equipment and materials and costs paid to third parties (unless 
otherwise negotiated). The portion of the revenues to be shared among creators shall be shared 
equally, unless otherwise negotiated by the creators. 

• General Copyright Policy 

•• • 

The ownership associated with copyright is dependent upon the specific type of intellectual property 
and federal law. The university shall assert limited ownership rights as set forth below. Since the 
university has a fiduciary responsibility for the appropriate use of state funds, all rights associated . 
with works-for-hire shall be negotiated with the creator(s). 

Scholarly and Creative/ Artistic Works 

The ownership of scholarly and creative/artistic works remains with the creator(s), notwithstanding 
any use of university resources. Any revenue derived from such work belongs to the creator(s). If 
requested by the university, the creator(s) shall seek permission to provide the royalty-free right to 
manuscripts published in professional j oumals for use solely within the university's teaching, 
research, and service programs. 

Upon the establishment of governmental or nonprofit entities whose purpose is to provide to the 
public electronically accessible copies of published manuscripts, the Kansas Board of Regents will 
review each entity and, upon determination that providing the manuscript( s) will not infringe on 
academic freedom, request the creator(s) to provide a limited license for the use of each manuscript. 

Student Academic Creations 

The ownership of student works submitted in fulfillment of academic requirements remains with the 
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creator(s). The student, by enrolling at WSU, gives the university a nonexclusive royalty-free license 
to use and retain the work for instructional purposes, or otherwise make use of the work as set forth 
in the Intellectual Property Policy or course syllabus. The university shall not have the right to use 
the work in any other manner without the written consent of the creator(s) . 

Mediated Courseware 

The university shall assert limited rights to mediated courseware ( that is, course materials 
disseminated through electronic media). Faculty-initiated courseware, developed without a specific 
work-for-hire contract, shall remain the property of the creator(s), unless otherwise negotiated; no 
royalty, rental fee, or other consideration shall be paid to the creator(s) when that mediated 
courseware is used for instruction at Wichita State University. Such mediated courseware shall not 
be used or modified without the consent of the creator( s ); nor shall it be sold, leased, rented, or 
otherwise used in a manner that competes in a substantial way with the for-credit offerings ofWSU, 
unless otherwise negotiated. 

Mediated courseware developed as a specifically contracted work-for-hire, unless otherwise 
negotiated, shall be the intellectual property of the university. In such cases, when the university 
expressly directs the creation of mediated courseware and provides materials and time to develop the 
project, the university shall have the right to revise and decide who will utilize such mediated 
courseware for the purpose of instruction. The university shall develop procedures for administering 
the development of specifically contracted mediated courseware. 

Copyrightable Software 

The rights to copyrightable software with an actual or projected market value in excess of$I0,000 
annually, except software included in mediated courseware, shall be determined pursuant to the 
Board's Patent and Copyrightable Software Policy. 

Patent and Copyrightable Software Policy 

Unless otherwise negotiated by the creator(s) and the university, patents obtained on inventions or 
copyrightable software resulting from university-sponsored research with an actual or projected 
market value in excess of$10,000 annually, shall be retained by the university or may be assigned to 
an organization (hereinafter called the Organization) independent of the university and created for 
the purpose of obtaining, administering, or disposing of patents; receiving gifts; and promoting 
research and the development of intellectual property. Unless otherwise negotiated, these 
regulations shall be followed with respect to inventions or software: 

(1) Anyone who develops, under the sponsorship of a university funded research project, an 
invention or copyrightable software that is not included in mediated courseware, shall report the 
matter to the appropriate research administrator. 

(2) If the university or the Organization decides, in a timely fashion, that the invention does not 
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warrant patenting, the inventor is free to patent it. In such cases, however, the university does not 
relinquish its right to publish any of the data obtained in the research project. If the university or the 
Organization decides, in a timely fashion, not to further the use of copyrightable software, it shall 
assign the rights therein to the creator(s). 

(3) When any revenue is obtained by or on behalf of the university from the development or 
assignment of any patent or copyrightable software, fifty (50) percent of revenues shall be paid to the 
inventor(s) or creator(s) after the university recoups costs as set forth in this policy. 

( 4) The remainder of any revenues discussed in the above paragraph shall be used to sponsor further 
research and research-related activities within the university, although the university may permit the 
Organization to retain a portion of the funds. 

· (5) In cases of cooperative research sponsored partly by an outside entity or individual(s}, a written 
contract shall be made between the university and any such sponsor(s). This contract should include 
a statement of policy substantially equivalent to the following: 

"It is agreed by the parties to this contract that all results of experimental work, including 
inventions, carried on under the direction of the university, belong to the university and shall be used 
and controlled so as to produce the greatest benefit to the public. It is understood and agreed that if 
patentable inventions or copyrightable software develop from this research and such inventions or 
software have commercial value, the sponsor(s) shall receive preferential consideration as 
prospective licensee(s}, with a view to compensating said sponsor(s) in part for their assistance. It is 
further agreed that the name of the university shall not be used by any sponsor in any advertisement, 
whether with regard to the cooperative agreement or any other related matter." 

( 6) In cases of a research project where it is proposed that all costs ( including salaries, equipment, 
overhead, etc.) are to be paid by an outside entity or individual(s}, the sponsor(s) and the university 
shall negotiate the appropriate assignment of all patent or copyrightable software rights. 

(7) Changes in these guidelines shall be made by the university to conform to the laws and 
requirements of the United States Government. 

Trademark Policy 

Wichita State University may develop a trademark policy that provides for the protection of its 
trademarks and servicemarks. 

Institutional Procedures 

This policy shall be incorporated in the respective faculty, staff, and student handbooks. Any 
disputes that arise under this policy shall be reviewed by the respective senates of the involved 
parties. Final decisions on disputed matters will be made by the university president. 
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Kansas Board of Regents 
Intellectual Property 

Approved 11/19/98 

The Board of Regents approved the following Intellectual Policy policy at its November meeting. It will 
be incorporated in Board policy and becomes effective immediately. 

BOARD POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL 

D. ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 

8. INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY POLICY 

The purpose of the Board's Intellectual Property Policy is to foster the creation and 
dissemination of knowledge and to provide certainty in individual and institutional rights 
associated with ownership and with the distribution of benefits that may be derived from the 
creation of intellectual property. The policy is intended to be a broad statement to provide 
uniformity among the institutions while allowing for institutional flexibility. The policy 
applies to all full or part-time employees, including students, creating intellectual property 
related to the scope of their employment while under contract with a Regents institution. 
When revenues are to be shared, the creator(s) shall obtain his/her share only after the 
institution has recouped any direct costs borne by the institution for equipment and materials 
and costs paid to third parties. The portion of the revenues to be shared among multiple 
creators shall be shared equally unless otherwise agreed in writing by the creators. 
Institutions shall develop written policies and procedures consistent with this Intellectual 
Property Policy . 

a. General Copyright Policy 

The ownership of the various rights associated with copyright are dependent upon the 
specific type of intellectual property. The institutions shall assert limited ownership 
of some of the various rights as set forth below. Since the Board has a fiduciary 
responsibility for the appropriate use of state funds, unless otherwise provided for 
under this policy, all rights associated with works produced as "work-for-hire" or 
other works that make "substantial use" of institutional resources belong to the 
institution. "Substantial use" means that the creator receives more than normal 
support for the project or receives time and/or resources specifically dedicated to the 
project. 

( l) Mediated Courseware 

(a) Institutions shall have limited ownership or control rights for mediated 
courseware as specified below: 

l . Self-initiated mediated courseware. When employees develop 
mediated courseware without specific direction by the institution, 
unless otherwise agreed, the ownership of the courseware shall 
remain with the employee. Normally, no royalty, rent or other 
consideration shall be paid to the employee when that mediated 
courseware is used for instruction at the institution and such mediated 
courseware shall not be used or modified without the consent of the 
creator(s). The mediated courseware shall not be sold, leased, rented 
or otherwise used in a manner that competes in a substantial way with 
the for-credit offering of his/her own institution unless that 
transaction has received the approval of the chief academic officer of 
the institution. Should approval be granted to offer the course outside 
of the institution, the creator shall reimburse the institution for 
substantial use of institutional resources from revenues derived from 
the transaction offering the course. 
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2. Institution-directed mediated courseware. When the institution 
specifically directs the creation of mediated courseware by assigning 
one or more employees to develop the mediated courseware and 
supplies them with materials and time to develop the mediated 
courseware, the resulting mediated courseware belongs to the 
institution and the institution shall have the right to revise it and 
decide who will utilize the mediated courseware in instruction. The 
institution may specifically agree to share revenues and control rights 
with the employee. · 

(b) Institutions shall develop procedures for reporting the development of 
mediated courseware to the appropriate administrator at the institution. 

(2) Scholarly and Artistic Works 

Notwithstanding any use of institutional resources or the "work-for-hire" 
principle, the ownership of textbooks, scholarly monographs, trade 
publications, maps, charts, articles in popular magazines and newspapers, 
novels, nonfiction works, supporting materials, artistic works, and like works 
shall reside with the creator(s) and any revenue derived from their work shall 

http://www.ukans.edu/-kbor/intelrev.htmi 
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belong to the creator(s). Except for textbooks, institutions shall have royalty-free use of the work within the institut 
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(3) Manuscripts for Academic Journals 

(a) Notwithstanding any use of institutional resources or the "work-for-hire" 
principle, the ownership of manuscripts for publication in academic journals 
shall reside with the creator(s) and any revenue derived from their works 
shall belong to the creator(s). 

(b) If the manuscript is to be published, the creator(s) shall request the right 
to provide the institution with a royalty-free right to use the manuscript 
within the institution in its teaching, research, and service programs, but not 
for external distribution, and, if successful, the creator{s) shall grant such 
right to the institution. 

(c) Upon the establishment of national governmental or nonprofit entities 
whose purpose is to maintain in an electronically accessible manner a 
publicly available copy of academic manuscripts, the Kansas Board of 
Regents will review each entity and upon determination that providing the 
manuscripts will not jeopardize the publication of articles or infringe on 
academic freedom, require the creator(s) to provide to the appropriate entity 
a limited license for the use of each manuscript. 

(4) Copyrightable Software 

The rights to copyrightable software with an actual or projected market value 
in excess of$10,000 annually, except software included in mediated 
courseware, shall be determined pursuant to the Board's Patent and 
Copyrightable Software Policy. 

(5) Student Academic Creations 

The ownership of student works submitted in fulfillment of academic 
requirements shall be with the creator(s). The student by enrolling in the 
institution gives the institution a nonexclusive royalty-free license to mark 
on, modify, retain the work as may be required by the process of instruction, 
or otherwise handle the work as set out in the institution's Intellectual 
Property Policy or in the course syllabus. The institution shall not have the 
right to use the work in any other manner without the written consent of the 
creator(s). 

b. Patent and Copyrightable Software Policy 

Patents obtained on inventions resulting from institutionally sponsored research or 
the ownership of copyrightable software with an actual or projected market value in 
excess of $10,000 annually shall be retained by the institution or may be assigned to 
an organization (hereinafter called the Organization) independent of the institution 
and created for the purpose of obtaining patents on inventions, receiving gifts, 

• 
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administering or disposing of such patents, and promoting research and the 
development of intellectual property at the institution by every proper means. The 
following regulations shall be followed with respect to inventions or software: 

(1) Anyone who conceives an invention resulting from a research project 
sponsored by the institution or who develops copyrightable software that is 
not included in mediated courseware shall report the matter to the appropriate 
research administrator at the institution, who will recommend whether or not 
to forward it to the Organization. 

(2) If the institution or the Organization decides that the invention does not 
warrant patenting, the inventor is free to patent it. In such case, however, the 
institution does not relinquish its right to publish any of the data obtained in 
the research project. If the institution or the Organization decides not to 
further the use of the copyrightable software, it shall assign the rights therein 
to the creator(s). 

(3) When any revenue is obtained by or on behalf of the institution from the 
development or assignment of any patent or from royalties, license fees or 
other charges based on any patent or copyrightable software, not less than 
twenty-five (25) percent of revenues shall be paid to the inventor or 
creator(s). Revenue sharing shall begin only after the institution recoups 
costs as set forth in this policy. 

(4) The remainder of any revenue mentioned in Paragraph 3 shall be used to 
sponsor further research and research-related activities in the institution. The 
institution may agree that the Organization may retain a portion of the funds. 

(5) In case of cooperative research sponsored in part by an outside corporation 
or individual, a written contract shall be made between the institution and the 
cooperating agency. This contract should include a statement of policy 
substantially equivalent to that outlined below: 

"It is agreed by the parties to this contract that all results of 
experimental work, including inventions, carried on under the 
direction of the scientific staff of the institution, belong to the 
institution and to the public and shall be used and controlled 
so as to produce the greatest benefit to the public. It is 
understood and agreed that if patentable inventions or 
copyrightable software grow out of the investigation and such 
inventions or software have commercial value, the 
cooperating agency shall receive preferential consideration as 
a prospective licensee, with a view to compensating said 
cooperating agency in part for the assistance rendered in the 
investigation. 

"It is further agreed that the name of the institution shall not 
be used by the cooperating agency in any advertisement, 
whether with regard to the cooperative agreement or any other 
related matter." 

(6) In case of a research project where it is proposed that all costs including 
overhead, salary of investigator, reasonable rent on the use of equipment, etc., 
are paid by an outside party, the outside party and the institution shall 
negotiate the appropriate assignment of all patent or copyrightable software 
rights prior to the provision of any funding by the outside party. The 
institution shall reserve the right to publish all data of fundamental value to 
science and technology. 

(7) Changes in the above policies may be made by the institution to conform to 
the requirements of the United States Government when contracting with the 
United States Government or a Federal Government Agency. 

c. Trademark Policy 

Each institution may develop a trademark policy that provides for the protection of 
the trademarks and servicemarks of the institution. 

d. Institutional Procedures 

http://www.ukans.edu/-kbor/intelrev.html 
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The institution shall establish procedures that require employment contracts and 
course catalogs or syllabi to state that the employee or student is subject to this policy 
and to resolve questions concerning intellectual property rights and any disputes that 
develop under this policy. Final decisions on disputed matters will be made by the 
Chief Executive Officer or designee and shall constitute final agency action. 

http://www.ukans.edu/-kbor/intelrev.htrnl 
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Stevenson, Chemistry, Feb. '99-

e GOALS 

TO PRESENT TO THE FACULTY 
SENATE THE RESULTS OF A 

. LIMITED STUDY OF THE SPTE II 
EVALUATION CONDUCTED BY THE 
CHEMISTRY DEPARTMENT 

TO ENGAGE IN A LIMITED 
ANALYSIS OF THE RESULTS OF 
THIS STUDY AND TO OFFER UP 

• SOME LIMITED CONCLUSIONS 
WITH REFERENCE TO THE IMP ACT 
OF THE SPTE II EVALUATION ON 
THE CHEMISTRY DEPARTMENT. 

TO SUPPLY THIS INFORMATION TO 
SENATORS IN THE HOPE THAT 
THEY WILL DISSEMINATE IT 
CAMPUS-WIDE~ TO FOSTER GRASS 
ROOTS DISCUSSIONS OF THIS 
TOPIC WITHIN EVERY 

-· · DEPARTMENT. 

·, 
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SPTE II Evalu.ations 

Purpose: 

(1). To give teachers feedback from their 
students 

(2). To give administrators a "statistically 
valid" method of evaluating teaching 
effectiveness 

Assumptions 

( 1 }. Cross discipline comparisons are valid. 

(2). Comparisons between lower and upper 
level courses in the same discipline are 
valid 

r • 

• 

• 



• Some''Anecdotal'' Problems 
With the SPTE_ Test 

• 

' .. • 

From the faculty 

"According to the SPTE rating system, 50% of 
all teaching at WSU is below average" 

"My discipline is not well taught in Kansas high 
schools. My general ed. students, therefore, think 
that ??????? is a very difficult discipline and 
personalize their frustrations through me using 
the SPTE evaluation" 

"My SPTE score in no way reflects the student's 
appreciation of my efforts, as related in the 
accompanying_ student comment sheets" 

"Administrators tell us that SPTE ratings are 
only one component of a proper teaching 
evaluation. However, as things now stand, SPTE 
ratings are the only evaluatory tool 
administrators look at" 

I 
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Some'' Anec_dotal'' Problems 
With the SPTE Test 

From the Students 

"How many ways can you ask the same 
question?" 

"There are so many questions, there isn't time to 
think about your answers" 

"Not again" 

• 

• 
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In 1997 (?) the s _PTE test was 
''improved'' and renamed the 
SPTEII test 

The colloquial consensus of chemistry 
faculty members .... 

"My SPTE score sucks" 

e In Fall. 97, Stevenson drew the short straw 
and was strong armed into an ad-hock 
committee which was tasked with the Job of 
trying to make sense of this new SPTE II test, 
as it applied to the Chemistry Department. 
We began a very simple statistical analysis of 
SPTE II scores accrued during the Spg. '97 
semester. 

·- · · 

To avoid placing Charlie B. in a potential 
conflict of interest, we decided to collect our 
own data~ 



DATA COLLECTION, 
A spreadsheet was constructed containing 20 blocks for data 
entry 

Each Faculty member chose at random from the spreadsheet a 
location for data entry 

Information was entered by Mrs. Mitchum into the 
spreadsheet in the presence of the faculty member. The SPTE 
evaluation form was returned to the Faculty member and a 
note was made of the course # and name of the faculty 
member. Records were made non sequentially. Information in 
the spreadsheet was not tagged in any way. · 

Stevenson entered his scores first of all and was not allowed 

• 

access to the information until the very end of the process. Dr • 
Rillema entered his information but was not allowed access to 
the scores of others. 

The completed spreadsheet was copied and given to 
-Stevenson for analysis 

Q#l.How do.the overall SPTE II 
ratings for Chemistry courses 
compare with the SPTE II ratings of 
other discipli~es? 

• 
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Averages 
14 SP'fE's 

• • 

PERCENTILE COMPARED PERCENTILE COMPARED 
WITH ALL UNIVERSitY WitH NAT. SCIENCE 
CLASSES CLASSES 

PERCEIVED QUALITY INDEX 

OVERALL 
RAPPORt WitH StUl>tNtS 
COURSE V AttJE 
GRAl>lNG QUALITY 
COURSE DESIGN 

PERCEIVl:D COURSE DEMANDS 

OVERALL 
DlFFICULTY 
WORKLOAD 

43.8 
39.8 
40.6 
44.0 
41.2 
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Conclusions 

(1). In comparison with other 
university classes, students think that 
Chemistry is a difficult discipline. 

(2). At the same time,_ in comparison 
with other University classes,_ students 
give Chemistry a low overall perceived 
quality rating. 

• 

(3). Chemistry teachers rate better on e 
the more quantitative ratings of 
"grading quality" and "course design" 
than on the less quantitative ratings of 
"course value" and "rapport with 
students" 

( 4). The same trends,_ but more 
muted" were observed in comparison 
with "other Natural Science classes" 

• 



e Q#2.Comparing "apples to apples', does 
there exist a correlation between "perceived 
degree of difficulty" in the minds of students 
and any of the "perceived" q_uality ratings,_ as 
they apply to Chemistry courses rated 
against other Natural Science courses? 
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Conclusions 

(1). We appear to have established a 
strong inverse correllation in the 
Chemistry Department between the 
students perception of course 
difficulty and the students perception 
of the teachers performance in every · 
measured category of performance. In 
addition~ "below the line scatter" for 
teachers who are viewed as teaching 
courses which are perceived as not 
difficult is negligible. The ref ore .•. 
If you.r neck is on the line. and 

you must guarantee a highly 
rated Chemistry SPTE 

evaluation, you-mus-t co-nstruct 
a course which the stu.dents 
perceive as ''n_ot difficult!'' 



Wichita State University Faculty Senate Minutes February 22, 1999 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Bair, Baxter, Bennett, Byrum, Campbell, Carroll, DeLillo, DeSilva, 
Gythiel, Hawley, Hodson, Hoyer, Huntley, Kelly, Klunder, Kraft, Kuhn, Lancaster, Larson, 
Lescoe-Long, Mandt, Miller, Murphey, Myers, Paarmann, Pfannestiel, Quantic, Robarchek, 
Rogers, Rokosz, Rosenthal, Schommer, Sharp, Steinke, Stevenson, Toops, York, Zettle 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Alagic, Bahr, Born, Burns, Chandler, Cheraghi, Chopra, Jackson, 
Trechak, Wine 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Brooks, Cavarozzi, Celestin 

Ex-OFFICIO MEMBERS PRESENT: Patton, SGA rep. 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 

I. CALL TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 

II. INFORMAL STATEMENTS AND PROPOSALS: 

A. Faculty Development Committee: Senator DeLillo requested additional discussion time 
in the Senate for the issues of the Faculty Development Committee. President Hoyer stated that 
this will be placed on the agenda. 

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES: February 8, 1999, minutes, approved as presented. 

IV. PRESIDENT'S REPORT: 

A. Regents to WSU: Regent Harry Craig will be on campus and meeting with the Senate 
on March 8, 1999. Regent Clay Blair, the newest regent, will be on campus in April 12th. 

B. KBOR: At the February meeting of the KBOR several items of importance to the faculty 
were on the agenda: 

1. COCAO, COFSP and CODDCE (Council of Deans and Directors of Continuing 
Education) had a joint meeting to discuss distance education, or as the chair put it, "distributed 
education." The primary topic was tuition & fees, other items of importance will be discussed at 
another joint meeting to be held in May. 

2. COPS had an item on their agenda relating to Non-Tenure appointments at the 
University of Kansas Medical Center. COFSP succeeded in adding the following statement to the 
policy that will be presented to the Regents in March: "The above policy applies only to the full-
time faculty affiliated with the University of Kansas Medical Center." This policy will allow one 
time transfers from contract to tenure-track or from tenure-track to contract of all faculty at the 
Medical Center. COFSP tried to restrict this to Clinical Faculty only, but were unsuccessful, but 
will try again next month. 



C. House Appropriations: President Beggs and the Presidents of the other Regent's 
institutions attended hearings of the House Appropriations Sub-Committee related to the 
recommended budget for the Regents System. The Presidents also appeared in hearings with the 
Senate Ways and Means Committee, and met with the full House Appropriations Committee, who 
will recommend a 3.5% salary increase for unclassified personnel with a $1 million pool for the 
Regents to divide among the institutions. In addition, $1.381 million is to be allocated for 
enhancements and scholarships as follows: 

New Buildings Operating Support $264,500 

Tuition Equity Adjustment - WSU 148,000 

IRRS (Institute of Rehabilitation and Research) - WSU 75,000 

Program Enhancement - PSU, FHSU 302,500 

Regents Grant & Honors Program 460,000 

Washburn 131,000 

Total $1,381,000 

D. Proposed Parking Plan: At the meeting of the Senate Executive Committee, 2/15/99, a 
long discussion was held with the senate representatives to the ad hoc parking committee. As a 
result of 

that discussion, numerous attachments are attached to this agenda and a letter was written to 
President Beggs with these attachments. On Friday President Beggs publicized his decision on this 
matter. On Saturday, President Beggs called Hoyer to discuss this issue and assured him that he 
had read the full document, but that he had made the decision he felt was best for the university 
community. He also give Hoyer the results of the House committee. 

VI. COMMITTEE REPORTS: 

A. SPTE Ratings: Senator Stevenson presented the results of a limited study of the SPTE 
II evaluation conducted by the Chemistry Department. The study was an attempt to evaluate the 
impact of the SPTE II evaluation on the Chemistry Department, with the goal of fostering campus-
wide discussion among faculty on this topic. This study is a simple statistical analysis of SPTE II 
scores accrued during the Spring 1997 semester. The conclusion is that "we appear to have 
established a strong inverse correlation in the Chemistry Department between the students 
perception of the course difficulty and the 

students perception of the teachers performance in every measured category of performance." In 
other words, more difficult courses appear to consistently receive lower evaluations. Stevenson 
added that he believes too much power is given to the interpreter of the SPTE. There are problems 
with the ordering of the scores; clusters push others downward. 



Senator Toops commented that graph plotting in SPTE is a problem. Senator Carroll stated that 
administrators look at more than the percentile rating and believes it is up to the faculty in a 
department to choose the tools of measurement and where standards are set, we should have more 
concern about how biases may be set; for example, it appears that required courses score lower 
than electives. Senator Quantic stated that her chair ignores the statistical sheets, or only attends 
to those with "all on left" or "all on right" and that her department begins with the comments; 
usually the comments line up with the ratings. President Hoyer stated that the Senate will follow 
up on this matter. 

B. Ad Hoc Parking Committee (gold attachment): Diane Huntley and Will Klunder 
reported on the sequence of events since the last faculty meeting. As directed by the Senate, they 
attempted to schedule a meeting with President Beggs and were told by his administrative assistant 
that the President would not speak with individuals about this issue. They then presented this report 
to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee on February 15. An Executive Committee 
subcommittee was appointed to draft a letter to President Beggs, which would accompany the 
report of the Ad Hoc Parking Committee. This letter and the report were delivered to President 
Beggs' office on Friday, February 19. That same day, a memo was issued to the Wichita State 
University Community from President Beggs detailing his "Parking Plan Decision." 
Disappointment in this sequence of events was expressed by members of the Senate, as these 
actions from President Beggs did not seem consistent with his promise to review the parking plan 
issues. The Senate directed President Hoyer to write VP Lowe requesting answers to the various 
questions still unanswered and in particular, why the "pay-as-you-go" plan was rejected. 

VII. OLD BUSINESS: None 

VII. NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Proposed Intellectual Property Policy - 1st reading (blue attachment): Will Klunder, 
chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, presented a DRAFT of the Wichita State University 
Intellectual Property Policy. He suggested that faculty carefully read this DRAFT policy and the 
KBOR Intellectual Property Policy (also attached in blue). Hoyer requested that we discuss this 
policy with our departments and colleges. There was no action taken on this DRAFT, but Hoyer 
stated that the Senate probably will 

hold a "committee of the whole" open session for discussion of the DRAFT at the 3-8-99 meeting. 
This will also be added to the Faculty Senate Webpage - Proposed Policies. 

VIII. AS MAY ARISE: None. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Nan Myers, Secretary 
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