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WICIDTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

MEETING NOTICE: Monday, April 12, 1999 
Room 107 CH 

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

II. Regent Clay Blair, III 

III. Informal Statement and Proposals 

IV. President's Report 

V. Committee Reports 

3:30 p.m. 

A. Committee on Faculty Development & Rewards - Rosalind Scudder 
( Green attachment) 

B. Rules Committee 
Confirmation of New Senator - A. J. Mandt 
Election Update - JoLynne Campbell 

C. Executive Committee 
Removal of Senator Anna Marie Chandler, LAS Social Sciences 

D. Faculty Senate Annual Reports (** contain action items) (lavender attachments) 
1. Faculty Support ** 
2. Academic Affairs 
3. Court of Academic Appeals 
4. Faculty Affairs 
5. General Education 
6. Honors 
7. University Curriculum 

· VI. Old Business 
A. Proposed Intellectual Property Policy ( attached 2122199 agenda) 

VII. New Business 
A. Formation of an Ad Hoc Steering Committee 

VIII. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITIEE 

Elmer Hoyer 
JoLynne Campbell 
Nan Myers 
A. J. Mandt 
William Terrell 
ELECTED BY THE SENATE 

Deborah Baxter 

President 
Vice President 
Secretary 
President Elect 
Past President 

Dwight Murphey 
APPOINTED BY THE PRESIDENT 

Barbara Hodson 

6314 
5653 
5138 
3375 
3220 

3103 
3219 

3240 

Box44 
Box43 
Box68 
Box 102 
Box78 

Box 53 
Box77 

Box75 
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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSI1Y 
Office of t he V ice Presiden t for Adminis t ratio n an d Fi nance 

March 12, 1999 

Dr. Elmer A. Hoyer, President 
Faculty Senate 
Campus Box 44 

Dear Elmer: 

This is in response to your February 23, 1999 letter concerning the interest of the Faculty 
Senate on a pay-as-you-go parking plan as compared with a more aggressive construction 
schedule funded from revenue bonds. The questions that were raised in your 
memorandum are good ones and have been considered and discussed on a number of 
occasions, including the preliminary planning stages, meetings with various constituents 
and later in the Parking Plan Committee that was appointed by President Hughes. 

Your questions and my answers will be in the same order as that in your memorandum. 

Question 1: "What is the estimate for increasing construction costs if construction 

Answer: 

extended to eight or nine years?" 

Periodically, the Kansas Division of Architectural Services provides state 
agencies with projections of construction costs. These projections are 
evaluated in conjunction with the Engineering News Record Building Cost 
Index for non-residential construction. The upward growth of construction 
costs have been significant over the past ten years and the Division's most 
recently provided projections are shown below: 

1999 - 2000 
2000-2001 
2001-2002 
2002-2003 

5.5o/o 
7.0% 
8.5% 

10.0% 

You will please find a copy of a memorandum from Gaty Grimes, Deputy Director of 
Planning and Project Management, from the Division of Architectural Services attached 
for your information. 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 67260-047 Telephone: (316) 978-3030 Fax: (316) 978-3151 
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It is difficult to estimate what the increased costs of construction would be if extended to • 
eight or nine years, however, the average inflation for the above four years is 7.75% per 
year but you can see that the increases are higher in the latter years. Given the 
projections the increased construction costs would far outweigh the interest costs on the 
bonds. To spread the construction over eight or nine years would also increase the cost 
of the project because of higher costs relating to economies of scale of the size of the 
project, grade differences where we would be starting and stopping, calling for temporary 
ramps that would have to be constructed and later tom out when we would start the next 
portion of the project, and increased engineering costs for several smaller projects. 

Question 2: "Would it be practical over that time period to schedule construction in the 

Answer: 

summers or otherwise organize it so that campus disruptions would be at 
least no worse than contemplated now?" 

We do have concerns for the disruption that will come to our faculty, staff, 
students and public, but to target all the construction during the summer 
months would further escalate the cost. There are only two companies in 
the city that do major projects such as ours. We have just taken bids on the 
added parking at the Eugene M. Hughes Metropolitan Complex and even 
for that size of a project we only received two bids. Targeting all of the 
construction during the summer would surely escalate the construction cost. 

Question 3: "How do you analyze the benefit of speedy construction versus the cost to 
students, faculty, and staff of higher parking fees?" 

Answer: The escalation rate of construction costs referred to in Question 1 above 
will far exceed the interest costs on the revenue bond. Because of that, we 
believe the "speedy construction" will reduce the costs to our students, 
faculty and staff versus increasing those costs. 

Question 4: "Do our studies of the cost sensitivity ofWSU enrollment raise concerns 
about the effect of projected parking fees on enrollment? If there is an 
effect, have lost tuition revenues been accounted for in planning?" 

Answer: There is no way to estimate whether the increased parking fees for students 
will effect enrollment. Consequently, we have not estimated any reduction 
in tuition revenues relating to that issue. That same question is reviewed 
annually by the Board of Regents as they contemplate how much to 
increase tuition. I recall similar discussions, several years ago, when the 
$15 per credit hour engineering equipment fee was approved. There is 
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Question 5: 

Answer: 

simply no way to accurately project the effect on enrollment when tuition 
and fees are increased. 

"Using your office's projected revenue figures from fees, it appears that 
construction could be completed in six years without incurring debt. Why is 
it beneficial to commit ourselves to nine additional years of high fees to pay 
for bonds?" 

This matter was discussed thoroughly in the Parking Plan Committee 
meeting when it was proposed by one member that faculty, staff and 
student fees could be dropped substantially and do the construction over an 
increased number of years. The author of that suggestion had not taken into 
consideration the cost of administration of parking that is currently paid 
from student fees. When this was discussed in Committee, it became quite 
evident that the revenue stream from decreased fees would simply not 
provide sufficient funds to carry out the construction project. In FY 2000, 
the $19.50 per credit hour charge for student fees will be decreased by the 
amount dedicated to pay for parking administration, consequently that 
administrative cost will need to be paid from the projected revenues from 
parking charges. That information was included in my presentation to the 
Faculty Senate, the General Faculty meeting, and other constituent meetings 
as well as in the Parking Plan Committee meetings. 

Question 6: "Since construction is scheduled to begin at least a year after bonds are 
sold, what will be done with the borrowed money in the interim, and how 
will return on this money be spent?" 

Answer: Immediately at the time funds are received from the bond sale, such funds 
will be invested by the State Treasurer with all interest income being placed 
in a maintenance and construction reserve. 

It is important for you and your colleagues to know that there are certain variables in the 
proposed project. We are hopeful that our estimated construction costs are high and that 
the bids will come in lower than estimated. We are also hopeful that the bond market 
will be favorable at the time we sell the bonds, but if you've been watching the market 
recently the bond rates do fluctuate rapidly. Another variable that we have in our 
estimates is that there would be 20% of the students and 10% of the faculty and staff who 
will not need decals depending on the market. That is a third variable that we will not 
know until we have actual experience. 

3 
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I would appreciate your disseminating this information as broadly as possible, especially • 
to members of the Faculty Senate, so that people will have a better understanding of the 
complexity of funding such a project. 

Sincerely yours, 

,:: .. ~ ·:\'· __ __,...- ~. 

Roger D. Lowe 
Vice President for Administration 

and Finance 

cc: Donald L. Beggs 

• 

• 4 



•: 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
Division of Architectural Services 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

MEMORANDUM 

Gary Grimes, Dep y D rector . 
Planning and Project Management 

February 6, 1998 

BILL GRAVES 
Gova-nor 

DAN STANLEY 
Secretary of Administration 

THAINE HOFFMAN, AJA 
Director of Archiu:ctural Services 
625 SW Polk Street 
Topeka, KS 66603-3288 
(785) 233-9367 
FAX (785) 233-9398 

• year ago, all indications were that the upward growth of construction costs would continue. However, 
the double digit growth of 1996 and early 1997 did not continue throughout the past year. In fact, the 
index has remained fairly constant through 1997 and into 1998. 

•• 

The current ENR Building Cost Index reflects a 3 .4% increase over this time last year. With that in mind, 
the Division of Architectural Services will use the following cost projections for the upcoming year: 

Cost Projections 

1998 - 1999 4% 
1999 - 2000 5 1/2% 
2000 - 2001 7% 
2001 - 2002 8Y2% 
2002 - 2003 10% 

(.0033/mo.) 
(.0045/mo.) 
(.0058/mo.) 
(.0071/mo.) 
(.0083/mo.) 

Included for your information is a chart illustrating the Building Cost Index for the past 10 years . 

GG :gk 
Encl . 
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Final Report 
Committee on Faculty Development and Rewards 

April, 1999 

Committee Work FY 1997-98 

In October 1997 the Committee on Faculty Development and Rewards was convened by 
VP AA Bobby Patton. Committee members were nominated and asked to serve by Dr. Patton. 
The purpose of the committee was to "develop criteria, rationale and action regarding the ways in 
which faculty development will function on our campus." The committee began a schedule of 
two-hour meetings every two weeks for the remainder of fall semester and for spring semester, 
1998. Committee members were Don Byrum, Art and Design; Jon Engelhardt, Education; Steve 
Gladhart, CHP; John Gries, Geology; Phyllis Jacobs, Nursing; Eunice Myers, MCLL; Don 
Nance, Counseling Center and Committee Chair; Melissa Rausch, CHP; Jasper Schad, Library; 
Rosalind Scudder, CDS; and Bill Thomson, Music. Associate VP AA Gayle Davis served as 

liaison and ex officio member. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

After initial discussion, the committee action plan was developed as follows: 

Inventory existing faculty development policies and activities 
Inventory/assess faculty goals, needs, priorities 
Attempt to determine what constituencies exist naturally - determine common and unique 

elements among constituencies 
Explore existing ( other) models - survey peer institutions 
Inventory existing reward methods 
Based on the inventory and survey activities, develop a set of recommendations 
Provide feedback information to faculty based on information collected. 

Subsequent discussions yielded the following ideas: 

Identification of constituencies included: Senior faculty seeking renewal/retooling, 
associate to full professor group, adjunct faculty, unclassified professionals who teach, 

GTA's, and new faculty. 
There is a need to increase public relations announcements about faculty 

accomplishments. 
There should be a role for the Endowment Association in raising funds for faculty 
development. We need to identify other ways to raise money for support of faculty. 
There is a need for ongoing and expanded administrative support for faculty development 

activities. 
We need to understand the role technology does and/or can play in faculty development 

efforts . 

1 
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We need faculty retreats focused on teaching . 
It would be helpful to schedule an open block within the University's schedule (no 
scheduled classes) to support all campus and faculty development activities. 
We should be training faculty for leadership roles . 
We need to explore the faculty leave policy and options . 
Likely faculty development needs include computer capacity (hardware, connection), and 
software training. 
Assessment/evaluation of teaching activities should take into account the differences 
between developmental and evaluative tools, and course development. 

Subsequent discussions included a report from Associate VP AA Davis regarding the 
existing program for faculty development which she currently administers as one of more than a 
dozen job responsibilities. She also shared with us a recent faculty needs survey she conducted 
and she reported on the faculty workshops and their attendance for last year. We learned that all 
of our peer institutions except Oakland and all the universities in Kansas have separate Centers 
for faculty development with at least one full time faculty staff person and usually more. Further, 
a survey of existing faculty development centers across the country gave us a sense of what could 
be possible on a campus where a positive working environment for faculty is a priority. 

We concluded our activities in May 1998 with a recommendation that a Center for 
Faculty Support and Enrichment be established at WSU. We felt that the results of such a Center 
could (among other possibilities): 

... bring about an expansion of faculty development opportunities that are well-integrated, 
and readily accessible 

... provide a separation of formative faculty development efforts from summative faculty 
evaluation administration 

... work toward the university mission to support effective teaching and productive research 

... meet the Board of Regents' and NCA's requests for documentation of increased support 
-for faculty development at WSU 

... build good public relations for recruitment and retention of students and faculty 

... meet faculty requests for increased faculty development opportunities including those of 
both full-time and other faculty 

... build a cadre of trained people for work as mentors, trainers, consultants 

The recommendation was presented to the Office of Academic Affairs where it was 
enthusiastically received. On August 14, 1998, the recommendation was taken to the annual 
retreat of the Academic Affairs deans and directors where it was also supported. 

Committee Work FY 1998-99 

The committee's work continued in fall 1998. All members continued to serve except 
Jasper Schad and Steve Gladhart. The newly elected Chair of the committee was Rosalind 
Scudder. 

2 
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Activities during fall semester included: 

submitting an application for a FIPSE grant for expanded Center activities 
registering with the Carnegie Foundation's Campus Conversations project 
participation in the Professional and Organizational Development (POD) Network, 
providing information from similar Centers across the country 
presenting information about the proposed Center to the Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee and Faculty Senate 
drafting a description of a Center (newly named, Center for Teaching and Research 
Excellence) 
drafting a position description for a .5EFT Center Director 
examining budget priorities and funding possibilities 

Beginning spring semester, 1999, the committee members consulted with the following 
constituencies: 

.. College of Education faculty 

.. the Faculty Support Committee 

.. new faculty orientation in January 

.. Fine Arts faculty 

.. LAS College Council 

.. the Academy for Effective Teaching 

.. Graduate Council 

.. College of Health Professions faculty 

Due to scheduling issues, additional meetings were announced campus-wide to address those not 
contacted. (The questions asked during the above meetings followed the attached survey. A 
summary of survey responses and of meetings held is also attached). There were 70 survey 
responses and an additional 70 persons who expressed opinions in group meetings ( comments 
are included). There are some interpretation difficulties because faculty discussed travel, salary, 
workload and other issues which are beyond the scope of the Center's decision areas and WSU 
resources. Beyond those issues, however, there were clear comments both in favor of and 
opposed to the creation of a Center. Ideas that were in support of a Center included the need for 
book and article resources, help with teaching, a need for mentoring and peer evaluation, a place 
to get together to talk about teaching and research, and the need for an environment that values 
teaching. Opposition comments included the fear that the Center would pull resources away from 
faculty salaries and travel, worry about yet another administrative layer, suggestions that support 
be at the college and department level, and opposition to the concept in general. 

We are again recommending a Center be established, but at a reduced level with a Yi time 
director. A proposal for the Center and a position description for the Director are attached Also 
attached is a suggested funding plan developed by Associate VP AA Peter Zoller. The budget is 
estimated at $56,537, based on the assumption that the Director's current salary is $55,000 . 

3 
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March 22, 1999 

TO: Elmer Hoyer 
President, Faculty Senate 

FM: Sam Yeager 
Chair, Faculty Support Committee 

RE: Annual Report of the Faculty Support Committee to the Faculty Senate 1998 - 1999 

Members of the Faculty Support Committee: 

Mr. Brian Hancock, Ablah Library 
Dr. Ruth Hitchcock, ACES 
Dr. Michael Long, Public Health Sciences 
Dr. Dwight Murphey, FREDS 
Dr. Eunice Myers, MCLL 
Dr. Paul Rillema, Chemistry (Vice-chair/chair-elect) 
Dr. Andrew Trechak, Music 
Dr. Sam Yeager, HWSUP A (Chair) 
Dr. Paul York, Electrical Engineering 
Dr. Gerald Loper, Associate VP for Research* 
* ex-officio 

The Faculty Support Committee (FSC) met 11 times between September 30, 1998 and March 10, 
1999. Committee activity is summarized below. FSC members reviewed proposals for 
University Research/Creative Project Awards (URCAs), Awards for Research/Creative Projects 
in Summer (ARCS), Multidisciplinary Research Project Awards (MURPAs), and Rehabilitation 
Research Grants. Also, the FSC evaluated sabbatical leave requests, and nominations for Young 
Faculty Scholar Award, Excellence in Research Award, Excellence in Creative Activity Award, 
and President's Awards for Distinguished Service. 

SUBMITTED RECOMMENDED/ AW ARD ED 

New faculty URCAs 14 $62,337 8 $35,402 / 8 $35,402 
Senior faculty URCAs 11 $47,603 8 $34,500 / 8 $34,500 
ARCS 10 $36,000 7 $26,000 I 8 $29,000 
MURPAs 3 $15,000 0 
Rehab. Research 12 $357,374 4 $107,021 / 6 $135,968 
Sabbaticals 24 20/21 
Young Faculty Scholar 2 1 
Excellence in Research 11 2 
Excellence in Creativity 8 1 
President's Award 8 1 



The Faculty Support Committee has one policy recommendation to the senate which needs to be 
acted on. This item involves changing eligibility for membership on the committee. 

A 
POLICY RECOMMENDATION: O ~ 
Text from the Faculty Handbook follows: Co,....,.-
The existing Handbook policy comes from "2.082/ Senate Committee Structure" 

"FACULTY SUPPORT COMMITTEE 
Composition: 11 members 

9 Faculty and Academic Services representatives who are members in full standing of the 
Graduate Faculty and who represent each of the 8 faculty divisions and the unit of Academic 
Services. 

1 Vice President for Research ( ex officio-non voting) 

1 Vice President for Academic Affairs (ex officio-non voting) 

Selection: Standard" 

By a vote of 8 yea and 1 abstention the committee endorsed the following: 

Substantive Change to This Policy-additional Text: 

Under selection add the following words: "A department chair is ineligible for the Faculty 
Support Committee." 

The rationale for this recommendation is that the committee makes recommendations which 
impact departments and other administrative units as well as the persons serving in them. 
Limiting membership to faculty will limit the potential opportunity for and appearance of 
conflict of interest. This will also limit potential advocacy. 

• 
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The Faculty Support Committee has one procedural recommendation regarding the President's 
Distinguished Service A wards which needs to be acted on. 

Committee support for this procedural change was unanimous. 

PROCEDURAL CHANGE: 

The form used for nominating candidates for the PRESIDENT'S AW ARD FOR 
DISTINGUISHED SERVICE needs to be revised. 

OLD TEXT: 

Section III of the form currently in use reads "III. Reasons for Nomination:" This is followed by 
8 blank lines. 

NEW TEXT: 

ID. A typed letter of support up to two pages in length should be attached to this form. A 
current resume must be submitted by the nominee. 

A copy of the complete revised form is attached . 

Rationale: 

The Faculty Support Committee wants every nominee to receive full consideration for the award. 
This is impossible when a nominator provides inadequate information to support their nominee 
and when a current vita is unavailable to the committee . 



WICIDTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

PRESIDENT'S AW ARD FOR DISTINGUISHED SERVICE 

NOMINATION 

The nominee must be a member of the Faculty, as defined in the WSU Faculty Handbook, 
and the nominee must have exhibited performance beyond the expectations of his/her 
position. 

I. NOMINEE: 
NAME: ------------------------
Department:----------------------

Campus Box# _______ ~ Campus Ext. --------'-

II NOMINATED BY: 
NAME: ______________________ _ 

Department:----------------------

Campus Box# _______ _ Campus Ext.-------

III. A typed letter of support up to two pages in length should be attached to this form. 
A current resume must be submitted by the nominee. 

• 

• 
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FACULTY SENATE ANNUAL REPORT 
Academic Affairs Committee 

March 29, 1999 

Annual Report for the 1998/99 Academic Year. 

Academic Affairs Committee members: 
Tina Bennett, Liberal Arts & Sciences - English 
Larry Blocher, Fine Arts - Music 
Jeri Carroll, Education - Curriculum and Instruction 
Sue Enns, 
William Stevenson, 
Larry Paarmann, 

Health Professions - Physician Assistant 
Liberal Arts & Sciences - Chemistry 
Engineering - Electrical & Computer Engineering 

Committee Chairman: Larry D. Paarmann 

The Committee was concerned with only one item this academic year: preparing a report 
to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate, with the Committee's response to the 
charge to investigate plus/minus grading for potential use at WSU. That report is 
attached. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Larry D. Paarmann 



.. 

REPORT 
to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 

from the Academic Affairs Committee 
on Plus/Minus Grading 

March 19, 1999 

The Committee received a copy of the "Charge to Investigate the feasibility and advisability of 
plus/minus grading system for WSU" from the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
(attached) dated December 7, 1998. In response, data were obtained from 44 universities off 
the internet, as to the grading procedure used at those schools (attached), to obtain some idea 
as to how widely used the plus/minus grading system is. In addition, faculty in some of the 
departments represented by the members of the Committee, obtained data from their respective 
departments as to their impressions of the advisability of a plus/minus grading system here at 
WSU. Also, the Committee met and discussed the advantages and disadvantages of such a 
grading system. 

During the Committee discussion, considering the advisability of the plus/minus grading 

• 

system for use at WSU, no one on the Committee championed the plus/minus grading system, • 
some were neutral, and the majority viewed it only in negative terms. The conclusion of the 
Committee is to recommend against a change to the plus/minus system. 

The Committee decided against recommendation of the plus/minus grading system for the 
following reasons: 

(1) Such a system would likely be more stressful for students, as they would view 
the system as being more discriminating and competitive. 

(2) The system would likely cause more grade disputes with faculty. 
(3) The system would likely increase student appeals to the appeals court. 
(4) The Committee is not convinced of the need for such a system. It is noted that 

many schools have adopted such a system, but the Committee can only 
speculate as to why. Perhaps such a system is adopted by some in response to 
grade inflation, or is put in place in highly competitive schools where grades 
tend to be higher and less distributed due to the highly talented student body. 
At any rate, while some on the Committee are not necessarily opposed to the 
plus/minus grading system, the Committee is not convinced of the need for such 
a system at WSU. 

Since the Committee recommends against the adoption of a plus/minus grading system, a 
feasibility study was not conducted. 

• 



Table of Grading Procedures • University Uses +/- Does Not Comments 
Grades Use 

+/- Grades 

UC Berkeley ..; 

UC Davis ..; 

U. of Southern ..; 
Cal. 

Carnegie Mellon Plus/minus grades used for graduate students only. 
u. 

U. of Chicago ..; 

Colorado State U. ..; Plus/minus grades are optional. 

U. Color.@ ..; 
Boulder 

Columbia Univ. ..; 

Cornell College, ..; 
Mt. Vernon, Iowa 

Drexel U. ..; 

Duke Univ. ..; 

U. of Florida ..; Regular and plus grades only: A, B+, B, C+, etc. 
@ Gainesville 

Grinnell College, ..; 
Grinnell, Iowa 

Harvard U. ..; College of Arts and Sciences use plus/minus grades. 
Not known for other colleges . 

U. of Houston ..; 

U. of Ill.@ .j 

Urbana 

U.oflli.@ .j 

Chicago 

. Northern Ill. U . .j 

Southern Ill. U. ..; • 
U. of Iowa ,/ 



Iowa State U. J 

U. of Northern ,/ 

Iowa • Johns Hopkins U. ,/ 

U. of Kansas ..; Traditional grading used by most colleges. Plus/minus 
grades used by Architecture & Urban Design, 
Education, Fine Arts, Journalism & Mass 
Communications, and Social Welfare . 

Kansas State U. ..; 

MIT Plus/minus grades are used internally only on an 
experimental basis, Fall '95 through Summer '99. 
Plus/minus grades are not used on transcripts nor for 
computation of GPA . 

Southern ..; 
Methodist U. 

U. of Michigan J 
@Ann Arbor 

U. of Missouri ..; 
@Columbia 

U. of Missouri ,/ 

@ Rolla 

U. of Nebraska ..; Regular and plus grades only: A, B+, B, C+, etc. 
@Lincoln 

State U. of New ..; 
York 

@Albany 

U. of North ..; 
Carolina 

@ Chapel Hill 

Northwestern U. ..; 

U. of Oklahoma ,/ 

Princeton U. ..; 

Rice U. ..; 

San Jose State U. J 

U. of Texas ,/ • . 
@Austin 



Texas A&M U. J 
@ College Station 

• Valparaiso U . J 

U. of Virginia J 

U. of Wisconsin J Plus/minus grades, per se, not used, but AB (3.5) and 
@ Madison BC (2.5) grades are used. 

U. of Wisconsin J 
@ Parkside 

• 

••• 



OFFICE OF THE FACULTY SENATE • 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

WI CHIT A ST A TE UNIVERSITY 

Larry Paarmann, Chair 
Academic Affairs Committee, Box 44 

Executive~o mittee of the Faculty Senate 
~t? /~ . 
December 7, 19 8 

Charge to Investigate the feasibility and advisability of plus/minus 
grading system for WSU 

BACKGROUND: A member of the WSU faculty has requested that the Faculty 
Senate look into the possibility of using a plus/minus grading system at WSU. 
The memo requesting this is attached. I am also attaching an article from the 
Emporia Gazette on the same subject which is being studied at Emporia State 
University. There are many issues brought up in this article that also need to be 
addressed in the study by the Academic Affairs Committee. I have been told that 
this issue has been previously looked into and narrowly defeated by the Senate, 
however, I am unable to locate the minutes of the Senate when this was matter 
was discussed. 

CHARGE: Investigate the feasibility and advisability of a plus/minus grading 
system for implementation at WSU and report your findings to the Executive 
Committee of the Faculty Senate by March 29, 1998. As part of your feasibility 
study, contact the Registrar and the Computing Center for implementation costs 
and problems. Your committee should also consider the points brought up in the 
news article from the Emporia Gazette and should contact S. G. A. for their 
views. 

Campus Box Ill Ext. 3504 
dreiling@twsuvm.uc.twsu.edu 
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TO: Professor Chris Brooks 

FROM: Fred Dings 

DATE: October 2, 1998 

RE: University Grading System 

I urge the senate to vote for the use of pluses and minuses in our 
grading system and in our computation of student grade point 
averages. 

Many of our students are competing on a national basis for 
admission to professional programs which frequently use grade 
point averages as an important measure for limiting the pool of 
applicants. In case of clinical psychology programs, business 
administration programs, medical schools, and law schools, the 
competition is often fiercely decided by tenths of points, the 
difference, say, between a 3.5 and a 3.6 or 3.7. If we say that a 
"B" is equivalent to an 85% and a "B+" is equivalent to an. 89%, 
then over the course of four years the difference in a student's 
overall grade point average could be significant, significant 
enough to affect the course of that student's professional 
opportunities. In short, our better students would benefit by 
this proposed change in our system. You might say we have an 
ethical obligation to these students . 

Our university, however, would also benefit. Although we are not 
the only university in the country which does not use the plus/ 
minus system, we are in the minority. Almost all well-known 
universities, including the types of professional programs 
mentioned above, use the plus/minus system. We have an 
opportunity here to adopt what is essentially the national norm. 
By doing so, we abandon what could be perceived as an 
unnecessarily provincial stance, and we show a willingness to join 
the larger community of universities. This can only benefit our 
university's profile. 

Finally, the conversion of our present system would not be 
particularly costly. I suspect that re-programming to accommodate 
pluses and minuses is the only requirement, and certainly our 
computer department could be readily consulted as to the most 
efficient way of doing this. 

In conclusion, then, the proposed changes are certain not to be 
prohibitively expensive, our university would enhance its standing 
in joining the national norm, and our better students would be 
given the added credit they already earn to compete nationally for 
limited opportunities . 
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ESU debates new 
grading system 

By Joel Mathis 
The .Emporia Gazette 

(t could help professors more accu
rately assess academic progress. Or it 
could keep deserving students from get
ting into graduate achooL 

A,. faculty and students at Emporia 
State University are finding out, there 
are a lot of pluses and minuses to pluses 
and minuses. 

"'It's a gamble: said Charles Brown, 
an E&J professor who spoke Thursday 
at a forum on the new grading system 
scheduled to be implemented this 
spring.. . 

Under the current grading system, 
university students are awarded a letter 

.. 

each side of the issue, as well as another 
faculty member who wu a student 
under a plus/minus system at another 
college. Several dozen students, faculty 
and administrators attended. 

grade (A, B, C, D or F) and an equivalent 
grade point (four for an A, three for a B, 
and ao on) in each of their classes. 

The new system adds pluses and 
minuses to th!! system, along with inter
mediate grade points; a B+ will earn 3.3 
grade points, but a B- will drag that 
down to 2. 7 grade points. 

weeks with a letter-writing campaign to 
the · university newspaper, campus 
protests - "It's probably the first rally 
we've had here since the Vietnam war: 
said one student - and Thursday'& 
forum. 

Advocates of the new system said it 
would motivate students and provide a 
clearer picture of their academic 
progress. Students who soore 80 out of 
100 points would receive a B.and a 3.0 
grade . point average under the current 
system - eu.cUy the same as students 
who soore 89 points. The plus/minus sys
tem would allow professors to differenti
ate between the two. Students, fearful of watching scholar

ships and chances for graduate studies 
disappear with their grade point aver
ages, have leapt into action in recent 

-ntls is Clur lives being affected,• said 
another student. ~t·s why there is an 
outcry.• 

The forum was sponsored by the uni
versity's Public Affairs Club and fea
tured a faculty member and a student on 

•A picture- and I would say an accu-
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_r.a~ ~ne ".""""" emerges of the stµdenrs .. 
mastery," said -Kenneth Weaver, :a: 
'psychology profeslk)f' in favor of tlie 
·system.. . . . 

.But .opponents ·said- the. ~us· 
part of Qie plus/mi.nus system could '. 

. Prev:ent mu 11tudei1,ts. from retain
ing financiiu aid, scholarships, ath- · 
letic eligj.bility and the ability io 
conipete for graduate schoohlots. A 
student ·who scores 70 out ·of 100 
points ·would earn a C- and . a l. 7 · 
~de point average, ·below· the 2.0· 
average . needed, for ·. financi'al. aid 
·and_ athletic eligibility. Students ·at 
other ·univefSities would retain 
those perks with. the same score of 
70 points - and a 2.0 grade ~int 
average. 

That, in tum, might niake ESU a 
less attractive place, for stude~ts to 
come. , 

-rhis would put Enipqria State at 
.a·disadva:ntage,• said. Chaci Nulk. a 
junior history major. · 

Gary Wyatt, p~fessor of sociolo
gy,_ tried to put all the hopes and 
fears into . perspective. He was a 
student .at· anoth~r ~versity that 
~ · to :a plw;;(minus · grading. 
system. . . · · 
. ·A lot of peopie's reasons· for lik
ing this. - namely motivation -
never materialfzed,• he sa,id. ·1md 
conve'l'Sely;.the·student.s' w<irst fears 
ab()ut the impact never material-
ized.• . 

· The riew system 018'.y nqt materi
alize as scheduled_; JuditJ.t Calhoun, 

_.the president of the Faculty Se. 
said implementatio·n mayi 
delayed to allow. the univeraity 
resolve the questions about how the 
system will affect eligibility and 
flll$1lcialaid. ' 

"We are listening,• sl,le said. ·And 
we ilre doing a lot of reconsidera-a\ 
tion.• '1 
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Mary L. McHugh 
Chair, WSU Court of Academic Appeals 

Annual Report to the Faculty Senate 
March 3, 1999 

The members, alternates, and former members who gave service to the Court this year are 
as follows: 

Faculty Members Student Members 
Mary L. McHugh, Chair Undergrad Student: Joshua Jenek 
School of Nursing 

Graduate Student: Larry Easley 
Member: Paul York 
Engineering Alternates: 

Jacob Jenek 
Member: Ray Hull 
Communication Sciences Miriam Jurak 

Alternate: Roy Myose 
Engineering 

Alternate: Robert Egbert 
Engineering 

Alternate: Mohammed Dadashzadeh 
Decision Sciences 

Former Member: Prem Bajaj 
Mathematics 

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

Three additional appeals are now in process by the Court. I am informed by Dr. Shawver 
that approximately 3 to 4 additional appeals are now in the process of department review. 

Respectfully submitted by Dr. Mary McHugh . ·mw 'dr n c_/J~ 
g I I 



WICIBTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

TO: Elmer Hoyer 
President, Faculty Senate 

FROM: Will Klunder 
Chair, Faculty Affairs Committee 

SUBJECT: Senate Committee Annual Report 

DATE: March 15, 1999 

The Senate Faculty Affairs Committee consists of the following members: 

Joyce Cavarozzi 
Dharam Chopra 
Mary Conrad 
Will Klunder 
HyukKwon 
Ted Naylor 
Rob Zettle 

The committee focused on two charges thus far this academic year: Shared Leave and 
Intellectual Property. We were recently asked to develop a policy on "Unclassified Professionals 
Who Teach," as well. 

The committee met several times to discuss our position regarding Shared Leave and, 
once we agreed on the principles, the chair of the committee discussed those issues with Gayle 
Davis, Peter Zoller, and Vice President Patton. The policy accepted by the Faculty Affairs 
Committee and the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs is attached to this report. 
At this time, however, we do not know if this policy has been accepted and/or implemented by the 
WSU administration. 

The Intellectual Property Policy draft entailed a greater commitment of time and effort by 
the committee. We met for several hours twice a week for the greater part of the fall and spring 
semesters formulating the policy attached to this report. That proposal is now before the Faculty 
Senate. 

The committee will meet after Spring Break to discuss our final charge. We expect to 
present an Unclassified Professionals Who Teach proposal draft to the Senate before our deadline 
of April 23. 

• 

• 

• 
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March 16, 1999 

MEMORANDUM ~ 

TO: Elmer Hoyer, Faculty Senate President . ir . n . 'i _(l ~.,.. " 
FROM: Delores Craig-Moreland, Chair General Education Committee ~ U 
RE: Annual Report of the General Education Committee 

This has been a very busy year for the General Education committee, having met seven 
times in the spring and ten times in the fall. In addition to these meetings, we completed the first 
full assessment of the general education program, and a general education retreat as well. The 
report submitted by Russell Widener is attached, and it outlines committee members, meetings, 
and so forth. 

The main accomplishments of the general education committee for this year include 
reorganizing the committee, so that the majority of those present for meetings are voting 
members. We also have reviewed all of the I & P courses, to make sure that they are being 
offered in essentially the manner proposed. 

We have met with the Faculty Senate during November and December, in order to 
discuss the authority to deal with further studies courses. There has been a proliferation of such 
courses. The Faculty Senate considered guidelines for the General Education committee to 
review further studies offerings. That issue will be subject to a vote by the general faculty. 

In addition to the I & P course reviews, we will request a voluntary review of further 
studies from some of the departments with large offerings in the Further Studies category. That 
will undoubtedly fill our schedule for the remainder of the Spring. 

The committee feels that this has been a very productive year, and we have a real sense of 
accomplishment. We appreciate the good working relationship with the Faculty Senate, and will 
look forward to any further instructions from the Faculty Senate. 



.. 

Submitted by Russ Widener, Coordinator 
General Education 

General Education Report 1998 

The spring semester was primarily concerned with the completion of the evaluation of 
the General Education Program initiated in 1994. Upon inception of the program, the 
committee had been charged by the senate to make the evaluation. Focus groups 
comprised of faculty, students, and advisors had been studied in depth during 1997, and 
the committee completed the report with recommendations to the Faculty Senate in the 
spring of 1998. (The report is attached.) After presentation to the senate, a vote was 
passed to send the recommendations to a meeting of the General Faculty in September. 
Dr. Phil Wahlbeck was chair of the committee in the spring, but he retired at the end of 
that semester. Russ Widener, Coordinator of General Education, presented the report to 
the General Faculty. A vote of that body passed the recommendations by a margin of 46 
to 22. 

At the close of the spring semester, the committee elected Dr. Delores Craig-Moreland 
chair of the committee. All summer and fall action was under her direction. 

In the spring, Dr. Patton, Vice President of Academic Affairs, suggested having a · 
General Education retreat in the fall. Faculty, administrators, and advisors from the 
various areas of academia were invited. Forty-five people attended the retreat held at Pine 
Valley Christian Church in October. Dr. Victoria Weiss, Director of the Core Curriculum 
at Oglethorpe University in Atlanta, was brought in as the speaker/facilitator. The 
General Education Report and Recommendations were discussed at length. Dr. Patton, 
Dr. Beggs, and Dr. Glenn-Lewin also addressed the attendees. Discussion topics included 
1) Performance Outcomes, 2)Structure, 3) I&P Courses, 4) Real World Skills, and 5) 
University Requirements and Their Variations. (The Retreat Report is attached.) 

As a result of the retreat, the committee asked the Faculty Senate for consideration of 
several points: 

1. Allow the non-voting members to act as resources for the committee but not 
necessarily attend each meeting. 

2. Clarification of the authority and charge of the General Education Committee 
in order to: 
a. Refine and develop the concept of Issues and Perspectives courses 

according to the guidelines approved by the faculty 
b. Enforce the provisions of the General Education Program, including: 

1. Determining the number of core courses offered by departments 
2. Regarding l&P courses 

3. Develop guidelines and actively solicit proposals for I & P courses 
4. Approve proposed I&P courses 
5. Develop guidelines and oversee the Further Studies courses 
6. Allow members of the committee to be reappointed 

The committee as a whole met seven times in the spring and ten times in the fall. There 
were six meetings with the Faculty Senate or senate executive committee and twenty
seven meetings with various personnel and the Coordinator. The retreat met from the 

1 
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Submitted by Russ Widener, Coordinator 
General Education 

evening of October 2<Jh through the morning of October 31 si_ The meeting of the General 
Faculty was September 301\ and the Coordinator also spoke at the Town Meeting April 
23rd. 

There were eighteen courses added to the Further Studies category of courses. (See 
Attached) 

Orientation is one facet of the Coordinator's job. There were nineteen orientation 
sessions and six meetings regarding the advising process. , 

Russ Widener, Coordinator of General Education, attended the national convention of 
the American Association of Colleges and Universities in Washington, D.C., January 13-
17 and the national convention of the Association of General and Liberal Studies held in 
St. Louis, Missouri, October 14-17 . 

2 



FACULTY DEVELOPMENT 

If the General Education program is to achieve its goals, faculty must be convinced of its value. 
Instructors must therefore be encouraged to: 

1. Incorporate the across-the-curriculum components in General Education courses. 
2. Make more effort to relate their subject matter to the students' experiences and encouraged 

to "cross" disciplinary boundaries. 
3. Attend presentations and workshops which offer insights into effective methods of 

presentation of disciplinary material in the general education classroom. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Basic Skills 

1. The Basic Skills courses should be retained, and continue to be emphasized and strengthened. 
2. The number of required Basic Skills courses should not be increased. · 
3. Much more effort must be made to help students improve their writing, speaking, 

mathematics, and (especially) library research skills by including these as components in 
subsequent General Education (and other) courses whenever practicable. 

Introduction to the Disciplines 

1. There should not be any increase in the number of Introductory course offerings. 
2. Introductory courses should be taught by full time faculty. 
3. More Introductory courses should be taught outside the hours of 9:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. in 

order to alleviate scheduling problems. 
4. If a General Education Introductory course has a prerequisite other than a Basic Skills course, 

there should be an analogous course which does not have a prerequisite to accommodate 
non-majors. 

5. Instructors must emphasize the General Education overview. 
6. More attention must be given to incorporating speaking, mathematics, and library research. 

Further Studies 

1. Further Studies courses must address one or more of the broadly defined goals of General 
Education. 

2. Departments should re-evaluate their Further Studies courses, and eliminate those not 
appropriate for undergraduate non- majors. 

3. To avoid students being "dead-ended" in choosing Further Studies courses, all Further Studies 
courses in each discipline must be available to students in at least two out of three semesters 
in any calendar year. 

4. As a guide to students and advisors, if a Further Studies course does not have prerequisites, 
there must be some indication of the intellectual level and/or the student background for 
which the course is targeted. 

5. A three-year tentative schedule should be available. 

3 
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Issues and Perspectives 

1. List I&P courses in the University Catalog and Schedule of Classes simply as General 
Education l&P courses from which students could select up to two courses to fulfill the 
General Education requirements. 

2. Accept proposals for l&P courses from the Colleges of Business, Education, Engineering, and 
Health Professions as well as from LAS and Fine Arts. 

3. Provide sufficient resources (analogous to those provided for the Honors Program) so that on a 
course-by-course basis both active and emeritus faculty who wish to participate in the 
development and teaching of l&P courses can be compensated. 

4. Ensure that at least a minimum number of l&P courses are offered every Semester, including the 
Summer Semester. 

5. A three-year tentative schedule should be available. 

COMMUNICATING THE OBJECTIVES OF GENERAL EDUCATION 

Communication of the objectives of General Education by the Committee to the faculty, and 
particularly by the faculty to students is, according to the focus groups sessions, something that is 
not occurring. Students still regard General Education courses as "things to get out of the way so. I 
can concentrate on my major courses". 

It is therefore recommended that: 

1. At the beginning of each semester, all faculty teaching General Education courses should be sent 
a note by the Committee to remind them of the objectives of the program, and its 
guidelines, both of which should be shared with students at the beginning of the course. 

2. The President, Vice-presidents, Deans, and Chairs should become directly involved in a very 
visible campaign which stresses the values and benefits of WSU's General Education 
program, aimed at the students, the parents (of traditional students), the faculty, the Board 
of Regents, the Legislature, and our urban neighbors, all of whom are stakeholders in the 
enterprise. 

Members of the General Education Committee: 

Paul Ackerman, Psychology 
Linda Bakken, Education 
Stephen Brady, College Algebra 
Delores Craig-Moreland, LAS Social Science 
Dharma DeSilva, Business 
Liz Gaulik, Student Representative 
Helen Hundley, LAS Humanities 
Jim Jones, Fine Arts 
Pamala Larsen, Health Professions 
Diane Quantic, English Comp . 
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Robert Rozzelle, University College 
Maralyn Schad, Ablah Library 
Martha Shawver, Administration 
Peter Sutterlin, Former Coordinator 
Asrat Teshome, Engineering 
Quint Thurman, Hugo Wall School 
Phillip Wahlbeck, LAS Math/Nat Science 
Russ Widener, Coordinator 
Keith Williamson, Elliot School 



GENERAL EDUCATION RETREAT 
October 29-31, 1998 

REPORT 

The General Education Committee organized a retreat sponsored jointly by Dr. Patton, 
Vice President of Academic Affairs, and Dean Glenn-Lewin, College of Liberal Arts and 
Sciences. The retreat was held at the Pine Valley Christian Church October 29-31. Dr. 
Victoria Weiss, Director of the General Education Core at Oglethorpe University in 
Atlanta, was selected to be the keynote speaker. 

Thursday evening Dr. Weiss began by comparing the university Mission Statement and 
the General Education Goals. She was concerned that they didn't seem to match very 
well. Dr. Weiss then proceeded to ask those present to respond to questions she posed. 
Discussion followed regarding the goals, the statistics related to the WSU student body 
membership, regulations for transfers, problems with Issues and Perspectives Courses, 
technology issues at WSU (availability of labs, e-mail accounts for students, web based 
courses, research capabilities, faculty competency) 

In discussion of finances, Dr. Weiss reported having received grants to help fund the 
general education program at Oglethorpe University. 

• 

Friday morning Dr. Patton addressed the conference. One phrase he quoted from Einstein • 
was, "You cannot solve a problem with the same mind that made it." He listed his 
priorities for consideration: 

1. Students 
2. Total University-not a single department or college. (What are we doing that 

is special?) 
3. Faculty-What are faculty strengths? 
4. Global Community-world perspective 
5. Resources 

Don't let the cart pull the horse. 
Portland State-changed their program at a low point in their financial 
times. 
··Most important-credit hours should not be the currency of WSU." 

Dr. Patton introduced Dr. Don Beggs. Dr. Beggs had looked at the General Education 
program at WSU. His primary comment was that he could not map how the goals were 
getting to implementation. 

• 
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Points of interest in the discussion which followed were: 
How do we get away from credit hour currency? 
Connectedness between faculty and students 
Paradigm shift must be for everyone-top to bottom 
Retention is a major concern 
Some general education courses are being taken late in the students' careers, but 
that might not be all bad. 

Dr. Glenn-Lewin addressed the assembly next. Some of his comments were: 
We should thread General Education through the student's career. 
There are too many high level specialized courses. 
We spend $7 million on General Education courses. 
Most introductory courses are vocabulary based-not conceptually. 

Friday afternoon Dr. Weiss led in discussion of what the attendees thought the current 
situation is with WSU's General E.ducation Program and what needs to be refined. 

Friday evening dinner was served at the Larkspur Restaurant. Those in attendance felt the 
informal discussion time extremely valuable. Ideas were shared in a pleasant, non
threatening environment, and faculty members became better acquainted. 

Saturday morning Dr. Weiss and Dr. Patton spoke regarding the effectiveness of the 
retreat Some points summarized included the following: 

WHERE DO WE GO? 

6. Empower the General Education Committee and Director 
7. Aexibility 
8. Review Vision, Goals, Purpose 
9. Marketing 
10. Advising-strengthening 
11. Experiment with resources and incentives 
12. Simplify 
13. Dialogue 
14. Assessment 
15. Evolutionary 

GOALS FOR COMMITIEE 

1. I&P Clarified 
2. General Education Committee review vision, goals, and purpose 

By Jan. 99 Senate Meeting 
3. Recommend new bylaws 
4. Assessment identified 
5. Market to Faculty-analyze 
6. Checklist/Handbook revised 

2 



Dr. WEISS' SUGGESTIONS 

I. Revisit Purpose of General Education and its goals 
2. Review Handbook-simplify 
3. Focus on Strengths 

Fulltime Faculty 
New Opportunities 
Look to Senior Faculty 

4. Get all colleges to "own" the General Education Program. 

3 
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COURSES ADDED 
TO THE 

GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
1998 

Minority Studies: (all Further Studies) 
MS. lOOQ Introduction to Minority Studies 
MS. 210 Cross-cultural Communication 
MS. 251 Women and Minorities in the Criminal Justice System 
MS. 260 Prominent Minorities in the Making of America 
MS. 331 The Black Family 
MS. 332 The Native American 
MS. 333 Issues in the Chicano Community 
MS. 350D Dealing with Diversity 
MS. 350F Understanding Africa 
MS. 350L Osage Cultural Workshop 
MS. 410 The African American Male 
MS. 512 Minority Aging 
MS. 548 Research in Minority Communities 

Other LAS: (Further Studies) 
Anth. 356 Human Variability and Adaptation (Title change) 
Phy. 313Q University Physics I (Description change) 
Geo 430 Tropical Marine Environments 
Geo 570 Biogeology (Paleontology) Special Studies in Biogeology 

Fine Arts: (Further Studies) 
FA 481 Cooperative Education 



General Education Committee Members 1998 

Spring 

Paul Ackerman, Psychology, Non-Voting 
Linda Balcken, Education 
Stephen Brady, College Algebra, Non-Voting 
Delores Craig-Moreland, LAS, Social Science, Chair in Fall 
Dharma DeSilva, Business 
Liz Gaulik, Student 
Helen Hundley, LAS Humanities 
Jim Jones, Fine Arts, Music 
Pamala Larsen, Health Professions 
Diane Quantic, English Composition, Non-Voting 
Robert Rozzelle, University College, Non-Voting 
Maralyn Schad, Ablah Library 
Martha Shawver, Administration, Non-Voting 
Asrat Tesome, Engineering 
Quint Thurman, Hugo Wall School 
Phillip Wahl beck, LAS, Math/Natural Science, Chair in Spring 
Russ Widener, Coordinator, Non-Voting 
Keith Williams, Elliot School, Non-Voting 

New Members, Fall 

Kevin Christy, Student 
Peer Moore-Jansen, Anthropology 
Melva Owens, Education 
Kathleen Regier, Student 
Larry Blocher, Fine Arts 
Jim Kelley, Administration 

• 
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General Remarks 

Report to the Faculty Senate 
of the 

General Education Program 
At Wichita State University 

The General Education program at Wichita State University was approved by the 
University Faculty in 1991. The first students to enter the new program enrolled at the University 
in the Fall semester, 1994. When the program was adopted, a program review was mandated for 
the Fall semester, 1997. This report is an outgrowth of that review. 

The General Education program has four components. The are: (l) basic skills courses 
(writing and library research, communication, and mathematics); (2) introduction to the discipline 
courses; (3) further studies courses; and (4) issues and perspectives courses. These four 
components will be discussed separately. Detailed descriptions of these requirements can be found 
in the University Undergraduate Catalog and the Schedule of Courses for each semester. 

The review process utilized five focus group sessions. Of these five groups, two were 
made up of faculty members, two were made up of students, and one consisted of advisors. The 
first four session were professionally facilitated by Research Partnership, Esther Headley, 
President, with observations by some members of the University General Education Committee. 
The focus group discussions provided a rich source of information about the General Education 
program. The reliability of that information is based on the frequency of occurrence of the same or 
similar remarks by different groups on the same subject. 

In addition, the review process included an across the curriculum audit of general education 
courses. All faculty teaching general education courses in l.AS and in Fine Arts were given a 
questionnaire which asked about their teaching of their general education courses. 

This report consists of remarks about each of the four areas. At the end of the report are 
recommendations for action. The University Committee on General Education has approved the 
following report . 



THE BASIC SKILLS COURSES 

Based on the Focus Group sessions, both students and faculty agree that, of all the General 
Education requirements, the Basic Skills courses have the most value in helping students achieve 
success in their other academic courses, in their major courses, and in their professions and 
careers. As a result, efforts to re-enforce the writing, speaking, mathematical, and library research 
skills are considered very important. Although, according to the across-the-curriculum audit, 
writing is applied in many of the General Education courses, the skills of speaking, mathematics, 
and especially library research are not, to any great degree, being applied in subsequent General 
Education courses. 

THE INTRODUCTION TO THE DISCIPLINES COURSES 

The primary objective of these courses is to expose students to a variety of disciplines, and they are 
consequently very discipline-focused. This was a recurring theme voiced by both students and 
faculty focus group participants. Although ideally students should have completed an Introductory 
course prior to talcing a Further Studies or Is~ues and Perspectives course, this should be left to 
Departments- i.e., more than one course can be considered as an introduction to a discipline. 
Faculty teaching Introductory courses should be mindful of the facts that (a) most students in their 
class will be non-majors, and (b) majors within their discipline cannot count the course for General 
Education credit. · 

FURTHER STUDIES COURSES 

r-

• 

There are too many Further Studies courses. There are now 243 Further Studies courses listed in • 
the Undergraduate Catalog, which is approximately 60 more courses than the combined number of 
"G" and "Q" courses included in the former Program. This has done nothing to address the 
criticism that the former program was not coherent, and that it lacked structure. 

Theoretically, Further Studies courses should have the same objectives as the Introductory courses 
and should be designed primarily for non-majors who have completed an Introductory course in 
the same discipline. However, of the 243 courses in this category, 109 are courses numbered from 
500 to 799 - courses for which only students not majoring in the discipline can receive General 
Education credit . These courses do not seem designed for the General Education Program. 

ISSUES AND PERSPECTIVES (I&P) COURSES 

The I&P courses are not functioning as conceived. Despite the fact that there has been no 
suggestion to eliminate the l&P courses, it was commented that there are not enough I&P courses; 
they are not taught in all semesters (few are taught at night); most are "warmed over 'G' courses" 
and are therefore little different than Further Studies courses. There is a need to increase the 
incentive for faculty to develop new l&P courses, courses that are innovative and pertinent, 
especially team -taught I&P courses. 

The committee considers that: 
(a) the concept of the I&P courses continues to regarded as valid, and 
(b) the I&P courses, given the proper incentives for their development and implementation, 

could become the highlights of the entire General Education program - courses in 
which both faculty and students would be eager to participate. 
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1998 - 1999 Senate Honors Committee Report 

1. Honors Committee Membership: 

Dr. Jhama Chaudhuri, Chair 
Dr. kay Gibson 
Dr. Tony Gythiel 
Dr. Buddy Johns 
Dr. A. J. Mandt, Honors program Director, ex officio 
Dr. Andrew Craig, Professor Emeritus, ex officio 

2. Meeting Schedule: 

The Honors Committee met approximately three times a year. 

3. Committee Activities: 

The Honors Committee interviewed the candidate Dr. Elizabeth Behrman, the candidate for the 
Associate Director position starting this Fall and recommended her for the position. 

The Honors Committee conducted the annual evaluation of Dr. Jay Mandt, Director of the Emory 
Lindquist Honors Program and forwarded the results to Dr. Jim Kelly, Dean of University 
Academic program. 

The Honors program continues to grow with eleven seminars offered in spring, 99 (highest to 
date) and sixteen seminars to be offered in fall, 99. Three seminar courses will be offered during 
summer, 99, the first summer offerings. 

4. Brief Description of Any Pending Issues: 

President Hughes expressed his support for the Honors program by asking that the scholarship 
fund created in his honor at his retirement to be dedicated to Honors students. The Honors 
Committee was requested to actively participate in selecting the scholarship recipients. 

It is also anticipated that the Honors Committee will actively take part in further initiatives of the 
Honors program . 



Date: 3/19/99 
From: T. S. Ravigururajan - Chair, University Curriculum Committee 
To: Dr. Elmer Hoyer- Faculty Senate President 

REPORT TO THE FACULTY SENATE 
UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 

The members of the committee during the academic year 1998-1999 are: 

Dorothy Crum, Fine Arts. 
James Kelley, Dean University Academic Programs - Ex-Officio (non-vtg) 
Cathy Moore-Jansen, Library Sciences 
Ann Hunter, Health Professions, 
Joshua Janek, Student member 
Peer Moore-Jansen, LAS/Soc. Sciences 
Dwight Murphy, Business 
Johnnie Thompson, LAS Math/natural Sciences 
Keith Pickus, LAS Humanities 
T. S. Ravigururajan, Chair, Engineering 
Syed Taher, LAS 

Meeting Frequency: The committee twice during the Fall 1998 and 5 times thus far during 
Spring 1999. During the remainder of the academic year, the committee will meet as necessary 
to discuss the charge on hand. 

Business of committee: 

The Faculty Senate charged the University Curriculum Committee with the issue of credit 
apportioning in inter-disciplinary courses, team taught courses, and the related issues on position 
funding and faculty joint appointments. The committee invited senior faculty leaders interested 
on these issues to present their views. It also invited senior administration officials to learn their 
views on these issues. Three subcommittes were formed, to research each of the subtasks. The 
committee carried out the following: 

The committee went through the relevant portions of Delaware Report on credit 
allocation and the most recent WSU data pertaining to the committee charge. 

It identified the main courses that are cross-listed and and team taught. 
It discussed the difficulties faced by the facuty in cross-listing courses. 

• 
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Sought out opinions and suggestions from faculty/administration leaders of other peer 
institutions, such as Southern Illinois University, Portland State University, Kansas State 
University, and the University of Kansas. 

The committee discussed possible suggestions to encourage cross-listing of courses and 
more efficient use of resources. 

The committee anticipates arriving at a consensus regarding the many suggestions on the said 
charge. It will discuss them with other senior faculty leaders and campus administrators before 
submitting its conclusions to the faculty senate. 

Pending Issues: 

There are no pending issues. 

ajan, Chair 
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PROPOSAL FOR A CENTER FOR TEACHING AND RESEARCH EXCELLENCE 

Structure: 

The proposed structure for a Center for Teaching and Research Excellence will report 
directly to the VP AA. A Faculty Advisory Council (F AC) will provide advice and feedback for 
all aspects of the operation of the Center. The Council will be comprised of elected faculty 
representatives (one from each academic college and division of LAS, and two at-large members 
from Faculty Senate), and an Associate VPAA ex officio. It is anticipated that the Center 
structure will include individual college advisory groups (College Advisory Council) (CAC) as 
the Center develops. 

The Director position will be a half-time, 9-Month position with an administrative 
stipend attached. The director will be eligible for up to 2 consecutive 3-year terms. The Center 
Director should be a tenured, senior faculty member with interest and experience in faculty 
development activities. S/he will report to the VP AA office to a designated Associate Vice 
President. The Director of the Center and Center activities will be evaluated annually by 
members of the Faculty Advisory Council, Center users, and the VPAA using an outcomes 
assessment. 

Staff for the Center would include a Yi time secretary and a Yi time student assistant. 

)VP~) 
I 

F AC-------~-----Director 

I Jtaff 
CAC 

Organizational Structure, Center for Teaching and Research Excellence, WSU 

Director Responsibilities 

Coordination and Development, such as: 
Campus workshops, seminars, demonstrations (locally initiated or 

teleconferences) 
Specialized discussion groups on the model of the faculty for student success 

courses for pre-tenured faculty, international GTAs, etc. 
Training in the use of teaching portfolios 
Peer Review Project - faculty trained in peer review of teaching as campus 

consultants 
Ongoing workshops for GT A training 

1 



Advocacy with Central Administration for Faculty Development Concerning Policies, 
Resources and Coordination 

Faculty teaching and research development, such as: 
Maintain and publicize resource library of print/video materials for campus use 
Establish and maintain a regular newsletter and webpage 
Administer the Academy for Effective Teaching (AET), including all of its current 

mentoring and award activities 

Organizational support and enrichment may include: 
Survey of faculty needs 
Interdisciplinary activities coordination, including the work of the Committee on 

Interdisciplinary Activities 
Information support for professional development funds 
Campus Conversations (Carnegie Foundation) 

Prepare annual reports to the FAC, President of the Faculty Senate, and VPAA 

Responsibilities to be Added as Resources Permit (and upon recommendation of the FAC): 

Faculty teaching and research development 
Expanded faculty mentoring system 
Individual help with new course or curriculum development 

Organizational support and enrichment 
Teaching Council - faculty and student advisory group to the Center (grants, new 

awards) 
Establish database for interdisciplinary activities coordination 

Educational research (pedagogy) 

External grant-seeking activities to help support continuing or expanding the work of the 
Center 

2 
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WSU Center for Teaching and Research Excellence 
POSITION DESCRIPTION 

An internal search is being conducted for a Director for the newly-developed Center for 
Teaching and Research Excellence. The Director position is a half-time, 9-month position to 
begin August, 1999 with some start up responsibilities in May and June, 1999. The Director 
should be a tenured, senior faculty member with interest and experience in faculty development 
activities. 

The position of Center director will be for a 3 year term with eligibility for a second term. 
The director will be evaluated yearly by a Faculty Advisory Council composed of college and 
Faculty Senate representatives, Center users, and the office of the VPAA. The Director will 
report to a designated Associate Vice President of Academic Affairs. The Director will receive 
an administrative stipend in addition to his/her regular salary. Support staff for the Center will 
include a .5 time secretary and a .5 time student assistant. 

Director responsibilities will be as follows: 

Coordination and Development, such as: 
Campus workshops, seminars, demonstrations (locally initiated or 

teleconferences) 
Specialized discussion groups on the model of the faculty for student success 

courses for pre-tenured faculty, international GT As, etc . 
Training in the use of teaching portfolios 
Peer Review Project - faculty trained in peer review of teaching as campus 

consultants 
Ongoing workshops for GT A training 

Advocacy with Central Administration for Faculty Development concerning Policies, 
Resources and Coordination 

Faculty teaching and research development, such as: 
Maintain and publicize resource library of print/video materials for campus use 
Establish and maintain a regular newsletter and webpage 
Administer the Academy for Effective Teaching (AET), including all of its current 

mentoring and award activities 

Organizational support and enrichment, to include: 
Survey of faculty needs 
Interdisciplinary activities coordination, including the work of the Committee on 

Interdisciplinary Activities 
Information support for professional development funds 
Campus Conversations (Carnegie Foundation) 

1 



Prepare annual reports to the FAC, President of the Faculty Senate, and VPAA 

Additional responsibilities related to teaching and research development will be assumed 
as resources permit. 

To apply for the position of Director of the Center for Teaching and Research Excellence, 
send a two-page letter of application highlighting your interest and experience with current vitae 
to: Bobby Patton, Vice President for Academic Affairs, who will forward the applications to 

the search committee 
109 Morrison Hall, ·campus Box 13 

Include two campus and one off-campus reference names. 
Applications due by May 3, 1999 

(EEO statement) 
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Proposed and Current Struclure of Faculty Development, Evaluatlon and Rewards 

Proposed Center for Faculty Support 
and Enrichment with Faculty Advisory 
Board 

Teaching/research awards 

"Campus Conversations" to 
identify faculty needs 

Coordinated series of 
general and disciplin~ 
specific workshops 

Peer discussion/work groups/ 
listservs: Student Success 
teachers, pro-tenure faculty, 
adjuncts, GTAs, distance 
educators, writing/research 

University GTA training, 
international GTAs 
orientation to US classrooms 

Academy for Effective 
Teaching current activities, 
establish associated group of 
teaching award winners 

Establish and maintain a 
support and cnricluncnt 
opportunities webpagc, 
newsletter, resource library 

Peer training: constructing 
and using teaching/research 
portfolios, peer class observation 
and fccdbaclc 

Seek external public and private 
grants to support faculty work 
and Center initiatives 

Interdisciplinary faculty 
symposia and "brown-
bag" series 

Participation in a national 
community of teaching/ 
research support efforts and 
organizations 

Current related activities administered by 
the VP AA and other campus units 

Faculty Annual Evaluation, T&P 

Sabbatical leaves, travel budget 

University teaching/research awards 

Faculty needs identification 

Campus workshops, teleconferences 
related to professional development 

Student Success Course brownbag 
meetings and listscrv 

University GTA training 

Academy for Effective Teaching activities 
(awards, mentoring, resource library, etc.) 



RUMOR CONTROL AND ANSWERS TO FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

... This project is in the proposal stage, awaiting revision resulting from faculty feedback. 
Even the name can be changed! 

... Individual faculty members would voluntarily select their own level of involvement in 
Center activities. The Center Director would not report the names of faculty involved, 
though the faculty member could report his/her own participation for purposes of review. 

Funding for the project will not diminish travel or sabbatical funds or be taken from 
faculty lines. 

... There will be a half-time Director. The Director will be chosen in an open, campus-wide 
search by a faculty search committee which will report to Vice President Patton 
according to usual campus practices. The term will be limited. The candidates will be 
required to be senior, full time faculty members. 

... The student assistant currently assigned to the Academy for Effective Teaching (AE1) 
will serve as clerical support staff for the Center. 

... The Director would work with a faculty board of advisors composed of representatives 
from each college and division of LAS, the Faculty Senate. The board would be 
instrumental in determining faculty needs and setting the faculty support agenda. They 
would also be responsible for annual evaluation of the program and director. The 
Director and board would report to Vice President Patton. 

The proposed Center would continue as long as evaluations indicated that it served the 
majority of faculty's needs for support and enrichment. The Center will be in constant 
review and revision mode, depending on the changing needs of the campus community. 

... The proposed Center would involve the same resource people and existing committees 
that currently support faculty development such as the MRC, UCATS, the Faculty 
Development Committee (Faculty Senate), ORA, AET, and others. It would also expand 
the opportunities for faculty teaching/research activities and awards through greater 
coordination, efficiency of offerings, and opportunities for external funding. (See reverse 
side of page.) 

• 
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Campus Conversations 

Date: --------------- Group identity: __________ _ 

I. What needs do faculty at WSU have as teacher/scholars that are not being met? Can they be 
met by creating a Center for faculty enrichment and support? 

2. What activities would enhance teaching and research at WSU? 

3. Have you been at a university that has had a Center? What did you like about it? What 
services were offered? 



4. What faculty development activities have you participated in at WSU? Which ones did you 
want to and couldn't? Why? 

5. What would you like to see a Center do for you personally or for the good of the university? 

Other Comments: 

• 

• 
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· Question #1 

Statistical, Research 
Support 

Faculty Research 

Talks w/ other 
Faculty 

Book and article 
resources 

Support for travel, 
Con'tED. 

Help w/ teaching 

Mentoring, peer 
evaluation 

Pulling togeather 
campus resources 

How to read 
teaching evaluations 

No answer, can't 
answer 

Question#2 

Sharing of ideas 

Marketing good 
things we do 

Mentoring 

More accessible 
equipment for 
teaching 

Workshops 

Research Support 

Enhance Prog. Dev 

LAS FA ENGR 

4 

2 

3 

2 

6 

1 

2 

1 

2 2 

LAS FA ENGR 

4 

1 

1 

3 

4 

1 

2 

HP BUS ED Total 

2 6 

1 3 

1 5 9 

2 1 5 

1 3 10 

3 2 6 

2 2 

2 4 

1 1 3 

2 3 9 

HP BUS ED Total 

3 1 8 

1 2 4 

1 3 5 

2 4 9 

1 1 2 8 

1 2 4 

1 2 5 

• 
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Question #3 LAS FA ENGR HP BUS ED TOTAL 

• 
Yes 6 5 11 

No 5 1 7 1 20 34 • 
Question #4 LAS FA ENGR HP BUS ED TOTAL 

COE Fae. Dev. 3 3 

Computer Classes 2 1 1 4 8 

NewFac. 1 2 1 3 7 
Orientation 

Grant Writing 1 1 
Training 

Brown Bag Lunches 1 5 6 

Workshops 4 3 1 8 

Telecourses 1 1 2 

None 1 1 2 

• Question #5 LAS FA ENGR HP BUS ED TOTAL 

Link with others 1 4 5 

Workshops 2 1 3 

Provide resources 1 3 2 6 
regarding teaching 

Provide instructional 1 1 1 3 
design consultants 

Update teaching 1 3 4 
skills 

Promote an 1 3 4 
environment that 
values the 
scholarship of 
teaching 

None/ No answer 1 4 1 7 13 
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Comments 

1. 
purchase new overheads 
Thank you 
Thanks, hope it will be implemented 
Yes, yes, yes! 
Create a center-great idea 
recognition, designated as a peer mentor or coach 
cross departmental collaborative teaching 
Great idea! 
If faculty don,t see direct personal benefit from any reallocation, the center will be 
viewed negatively. 
How do you get more faculty aware of workshops and/or the value to them of attending?? 
The only time that I have felt part of the University Community is when I am in the 
commons for lunch. 
Every department needs at least one LCD projector and laptops to carry into·the 
classrooms. 
Find ways to fund technology. 
Mentoring, tuition remission for faculty and family 
Until there is a structural was for faculty to work together to enhance teaching, it won,t 
happen. 
Resource for connecting faculty to other sources of support and training 
Will it be accessible or just on 8-5 operation? · 
How to deal with students who are less than successful. 
It will have to be demonstrated that a center, with a director will be "lean and mean,,(i.e., 
very productive.) 
I think the center concept is a bad idea. It would be better to use the funds for curriculum 
development grants. 

Personal philosophy .... The University administration, through a center like this, has a 
responsibility to create opportunities for faculty development and to foster a positive, 
optimistic attitude toward faculty and students in our community. Students could be 
brought on board to give their insights as well as looking at faculty input. Vitality 
throughout our careers, long and varied as they are, is a matter of staying connected 
meaningfully with our craft ... teaching and research .... and with our 
constituents ... colleagues and students and community. As our disciplines change, new 
technologies emerge, and our own skills become rusty or dated, maintain enthusiasm ( en
theos: filled with the spirit) for what we do each minute of each hour of each day of each 
year is a gift of incredible proportion. The alternative is a living hell; making our careers 
boring and irrelevant and ourselves alienated and inefective. I believe that a center like 
this could make an important contribution at the personal and systematic levels. It would 
certainly be worth our energy. 



No. I really do not understand what a center would accomplish that can't be done by the • 
research office and appropriate faculty committees. Please give some specific examples. 

University faculty should be capable of self development. Beginnig faculty may be able 
to use some help, which should be provided by their department . 

./ Overall, I believe the idea for a center glosses over the much larger question of wether the I/ 
university supports excellence in teaching and research through its overall policies and 
organiz.ation. We need time . 

./ My initial impression of this is that it would be a misuse of resources (money ill spent) as 
there seem to be existing venues for faculty development, etc and because, I feel that 
problem solving needs to be handled through the department on up. Because of the 
inherent familiarity. 

Addition to LAS FA ENGR HP BUS ED TOTAL 
#1 

Yes 3 1 2 6 

No 4 4 

Partially 1 1 1 2 5 

• 
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CENTER FOR FACULTY SUPPORT AND ENRICHMENT-FY 2000 BUDGET 

ITEM FTE Salary Benefits Totals Notes 
Director 0.5 $ 27,500 $ 6,600 0.5 EFT in dept./9 mos. Appt. 
Office Assistant II 0.5 $ 7,558 $ 3,488 $7.24/hr-1044hrs. 
Student Asst. $ 3,840 $ 51 .0 32 wks, 20hrs/wk, $6.00/hr 

Subtotal $ 38,898 $10,139.0 
Subtotal $ 49,037 

OOE $ 7,500 Subtotal $ 7,500 

Total $ 56,537 

Funding Sources Amount 
College Tax Salary $ 34,200 Base Trans Tax each college $5,700 
Univ. Fund Return Salary $ 11,046 Base Trans From University Fund FY 00 
Academic Affairs Salary $ 3,791 Base Trans FromAA#2130 
Academic Affairs OOE $ 7,500 Base Trans FromAA#2124 

Total $ 56,537 

•• 

•• • 



Wichita State University Faculty Senate Minutes of April 12, 1999 

Members Present: Alagic, Bahr, Bair, Bennett, Born, Brooks, Burns, Campbell, Carroll, 
Cavarozzi, Celestin, Cheraghi, DeLillo, DeSilva, Gythiel, Hawley, Hodson, Hoyer, Huntley, 
Kelly, Klunder, Lancaster, Larson, Lescoe-Long, Miller, Murphey, Paarmann, Pfannestiel, 
Quantic, Rogers, Rokosz, Rosenthal, Schommer, Trechak, Toops, York, Zettle 

Members Absent: Byrum, Chopra, Kuhn, Robarchek, Sharp, Stevenson, Wine 

Members Excused: Baxter, Kraft, Mandt, Myers, Steinke 

Ex-officio Members Present: Patton 

SUMMARY OF ACTION: 

1. Accepted the Intellectual Property Policy

2. Accepted the Annual Reports from the following committees:

Faculty Support   Court of Academic Appeals     

Academic    Affairs Faculty Affairs 

General Education   Honors 

University Curriculum 

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

II. Regent Clay Blair was introduced to open the meeting, which functioned as a Q & A session.
Blair's central message was that faculty members need to be "a greater advocate for higher
education." Blair cited the fact that higher education funding is down and "great challenges await
us." The fact that 6% of faculty leave their positions did not represent a problem to many people,
according to Blair, including some of Wichita's state representatives. Blair commented on WSU's
reputation among the regents ("WSU is unique") and reaffirmed the need to become active in our
own defense of academia. Calling our representatives in Topeka, Blair stated, is the best way to
get our message across. He also spoke about SB 345 dealing with re-organizing the governance of
higher education and agreed with VPAAR Patton that it might provide a chance to develop a good
master plan for higher education in Kansas.

III. INFORMAL STATEMENTS AND PROPOSALS: none

IV. PRESIDENT'S REPORT:

a. Hoyer thanked the Faculty Affairs Committee and the General Education Committee for
work well done and stated that these two committees had been extremely busy this year. 



b. He announced that WSU President Beggs will address the Senate on April 26 and
suggested that Hubbard 208 be made available for that meeting. Beggs' will address the issues of 
salary enhancement monies and speak about a model he has developed to investigate gender equity 
issues. 

c. Hoyer indicated the President has requested that the Executive Committee form a
Steering Committee to look at the concept of "assigned time"/"released time" and to define what 
constitutes "faculty overload". 

V. COMMITTEE REPORTS:

A. Faculty Development & Rewards Committee, Rosalind Scudder, chair, explained that
the attached report was for Senators information only. Questions regarding the funding were 
answered by AVPAAR Davis, that in the Faculty Development plan the funding ($56,000) is 
coming from. $44,000 unallocated funds in Faculty Affairs and the rest from Mill Levy resources. 

B. Rules Committee announced that Julie Scherz will serve as a one-semester senator
replacement for Barbara Hodson. 

C. Election Update: JoLynne Campbell, Vice President verified that various seats are still
open and need filling very soon. 

D. Faculty Senate Committee Annual Reports: All reports were accepted.

VI. OLD BUSINESS:

Proposed Intellectual Property Policy - Will Klunder reported on the Intellectual Property Policy 
(in final draft form) and opened the session to questions. Some concerns over shared work between 
faculty and students were aired, and the question of what the term "creator" signified was 
discussed. Klunder clarified the intent of the draft, which was then approved in a unanimous vote. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS: Hoyer reaffirmed his desire to create a Steering Committee as mentioned
in the President's Report and suggested that it be composed of one member from each college and
the library. He requested that Senators consult with their peers and forward names of possible
members to him.

VIII. AS MAY ARISE: JoLynne Campbell asked that all vacant Senate seats be filled and asked
that Senators from those areas having vacancies meet to fill those positions.

IX. ADJOURNMENT: Multi-headed creatures with eyes in their hands invaded the Senate at 
4:57. All scattered safely, and the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Acting Secretary H G Wells Brooks 
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