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MEETING 
NOTICE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Monday, October 28, 2002 

Room 107 CH, 3:30 p.m. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS: 

I. Call of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Statements and Proposals 
A. Remarks from Hoyt Hillman & Jim Ward - candidates for the 88th District, 
Kansas House of Representatives 

Ill • Approval of the Minutes 
Minutes of the Meeting of Monday, October 14, 2002 
http://webs.wichita.edu/senate/M10-14-02.htm 

IV. President's Report 
A. Report of the Board of Regents Meeting, October 16-17, 2002. 

1. Principles for Management of Anticipated Budget Reductions for 
Universities Governed by the Kansas Board of Regents, adopted by the 
Board August 14, 2002 

A. Reductions should be strategic and not across-the-board. 
B. Reductions should be mission driven, with emphasis on maintaining 
the quality of the student learning experience as the highest priority 
C. Every effort should be made to maximize the system synergies and 
resources through inter-institutional collaboration and cooperation, with 
continuing emphasis on reducing unnecessary duplication of programs. 

2. Budget Rescission and Reduction Guidelines for Universities Governed 

http:! /webs. wichita.edu/senate/ Al 0-28-02.htm 10/28/02 
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V. 

A. University planning processes will be used in determining additional 
budget reductions . 
8: Any budget cuts should minimize the impact on student learning. 
C. Priority should be given to academic programs that meet the criteria 
for program review established by the Kansas Board of Regents. 
D. Externally-funded research should continue to be a high priority for 
the institutions; research assignments not funded by grants or contracts 
should be carefully scrutinized to ensure potential productivity. 
E. The Regents will encourage the Legislature to provide incentives for 
private gifts to higher education. 

Committee Reports 

A. Rules Committee - Elizabeth Behrman, Chair 
Request for Volunteers 

VI. Old Business 

VII. New Business 
A University of Kansas Experiences with External Peer Review- Tom Mulinazzi, 

Professor of Civil Engineering & President, Faculty Senate, University of Kansas 

VIII. As May Arise 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Office Campus Phone 
Kirk Lancaster, President 
Barb,ara Hodson, Vice President 
Dwight Murphey, Secretary 
Elizabeth Behrman, President Elect 
Jeri Carroll, Past President 

Elected by the Senate 
J. David McDonald 
Peer Moore-Jansen 

Appointed by the Faculty Senate President 
Silvia Herzog 

http:! /webs. wicbita.edu/senate/ Al 0-28-02.htm 
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B. Evaluation of Research, Scholarship, Creative or Artistic Performance 

Guidelines for External 
Evaluations 

> Identification of Reviewers 

The purpose of external peer evaluations is to provide an independent, unbiased 
evaluation of the candidate's scholarly attainment in the discipline. Comments 
and reviews by outside scholars and professionals in the same discipline or 
performance area shall be provided as part of the material forwarded to UCPT. 
All files are expected to contain 6 external evaluations. In exceptional cases, the 
number may be less than 6, but never fewer than 4 evaluations. The department 
must provide a justification for files with less than 6 evaluations. 

NOTE: The solicitation process for external evaluations should begin in sufficient 
time to confirm and receive six evaluations providing thorough appraisals of the 
candidate's work. All evaluations solicited and received are required to be 
included in the file. 

The school or department is responsible for making every effort to obtain 
qualified evaluators who can provide fair and objective assessments of the 
candidate's work. 

It is expected that outside evaluators will usually hold a position at a level at least 
equal to the level to which the candidate is seeking promotion or have comparable 
professional standing in a non-academic setting and possess credentials that will 
document they expertise in evaluating the candidate's work within the context of 
the discipline or profession. Candidates must not themselves solicit 
recommendations, nor must they provide recommendations or evaluations for 
themselves. 

External evaluators must not include individuals who have a close academic or 
personal connection with the candidate (e.g., dissertation advisors, former 
professors, graduate school colleagues, co-authors, KU faculty, personal friends, 
or one's own former students). In rare cases, the candidate's specialized research 
or very narrow, specialized field of expertise requires drawing from individuals 
with close professional connections. In these instances, the unit is responsible for 
exi>laining and justifying an exception to this requirement. This justification 
should be transmitted to the UCPT. 

While the University does not have a standardized university-wide selection 
procedure, all department/School processes must meet the following guidelines: 

• The department is responsible for using its judgment in the final selection 
of external evaluators. 

• The candidate should be asked to provide up to 4 names of potential 
ex1:ernal evaluators; and may identify up to 2 individuals who they prefer to 
not be reviewers. 

• The criteria and process for selection of external evaluators must be 
communicated to the candidate . 



• 

• 

• 

> Confidentiality of 
External Reviews 

>Required Statements 

> Evaluation Focus 

(Page 20) 

> Accompanying Documentation 

Policies governing the confidentiality of e>.."ternal evaluations are established 
by the schools and the College. The decision concerning confidentiality 
will not be delegated below the College or School administrative level. UCPT 
should be apprised of the School and College policy at the annual meeting with 
the Academic Deans. All letters to e>.."temal evaluators must disclose the 
College or School policy. 

Confidential 

"As a part of the promotion and/or tenure review process, we are soliciting 
assessments of Professor 's research contributions from academic 
colleagues and distinguished professionals. These letters will become part of the 
candidate 's promotion and tenure dossier and are treated as confidential by the 
University to the extent we are permitted to do so by law. " 

Not confidential 

"As a part of the promotion and/or tenure review process, we are soliciting 
assessments of Professor 's research contributions from academic 
colleagues and distinguished professionals. These letters will become part of the 
candidate 's promotion and tenure dossier. " 

Evaluators should be sent an appropriately representative body of the candidate's 
work to review. The candidate should have input into the selection of work to be 
sent. Evaluators should be requested to review and evaluate the quality of the 
candidate's work, including published materials and any work submitted for 
publication or completed and ready for submission. 

All letters to external evaluators must contain the following: School/College 
confidentiality statement, a request for a short form of the individual's CV, and 
identification of the following evaluation areas which must be addressed by the 
evaluator at a minimum: 

1) Length and capacity of his/her association with the candidate; 
2) The quality of the candidate's work; 
3) The significance of the candidate's work to the discipline/profession 
4) The pattern of productivity reflected in the candidate's record compared to 

discipline characteristics 
5) The level of state, regional, national and/or international stature of the 

candidate as a result of this work; 
6) Any special distinction achieved by the candidate 

1. External Evaluation of Research, Scholarship, Creative or Artistic 
Performance * 

The following materials must be enclosed with this section of the form: 

• One copy of the letter requesting evaluations from outside scholars or 
professionals; 

• Copies of all responses to requests (including declines and explanations of 

~ 
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Evaluator Selection Process 

Justification for < 6 letters 

(Page 21) 

non-responses); 
• List of materials sent to each evaluator; 

• A brief biographical statement concerning the qualifications of the each 
external evaluator and identification of the relationship of the evaluator to the 
candidate; and 

• Evaluators' vita (short form) 

The biographical statement and accompanying vita should indicate to UCPT the 
individual's status/stature in the discipline or profession, why this individual has 
the credentials to assess the candidate's research, scholarship, or creative activity, 
why they were selected as reviewers, and if they have a personal or academic 
connection with the candidate. 

1.a. A statement of the school or department's procedure for identifying and 
selecting evaluators must be provided. The procedures for replacing reviewers 
who withdraw after agreeing to participate and for transmitting the criteria and 
selection procedure to the candidate are also to be addressed in this section. 

Lb. If less than six evaluation letters are included in the file, a justification must 
be provided in this section. 

1.c. List in chronological order all individuals contacted to be e>..1:emal reviewers. 
Indicate their position/title, the date the request was made, whether they agreed to 
provide an evaluation, and the date the evaluation was received. Indicate with an 
asterisk (*) evaluators recommended by the candidate . 

> Location of Materials in Dossier 

+ Required Evaluations 

+ Other Support Letters 

All letters solicited and received from external reviewers identified in l.b. must 
be placed in the separate file folder (Folder D) labeled "Record and Evaluation of 
Research/Creative Activity." Copies of all letters requesting the evaluations are to 
be placed in this folder. While six evaluations are expected, in no case should 
fewer than four letters be submitted in the file. 

The vita and brief biographical statement for each reviewer should precede the 
response of each evaluator. 

ONLY evaluations requested by the unit for the purpose designated in this section 
of the form should be included in Folder D of the dossier. 

NOTE: These evaluations remain a part of the permanent promotion and tenure 
dossier. 

All other letters of evaluation or support and other relevant data, etc., should be 
clearly labeled as such and placed in folders (Folders G, . . . ) . Folders containing 
solicited letters should be clearly labeled and a copy of the solicitation letter, 
which must include the School/College confidentiality policy, should be placed in 
the folder . 



WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MINUTES –Monday, 
October 28, 2002 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Bakken, Bees, Behrman, Brooks, Carroll, Celestin, Chopra, Dawe, 
DeLillo, deSilva, Edwards, Eichhorn, Goldy, Hemans, Hershfield, Herzog, Hill, Hodson, 
Johnson, Klunder, Lancaster, Markovich, Mau, McDonald, Miller, Moore-Jansen, Muma, 
Murphey, Parker, Quantic, Riordan, Rokosz, Ross, Roussel, Russell, Sheikh-Ahmad, 
Williamson, Yeager, Zhang 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Clark, Hiltner, Kahol, Kear, Lause, May, Ravigururajan, Teshome, 
Wimalasena, Withrow  

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Enns, Forlaw, Matson  

Ex-OFFICIO MEMBERS PRESENT: VPAAR, SGA  

SUMMARY OF ACTION:  

I.  CALL TO ORDER: President Lancaster called the meeting to order at 3:30pm.  

II.  INFORMAL STATEMENTS & PROPOSALS: 
            President Lancaster introduced Hoyt Hillman and Jim Ward, candidates for the Kansas 
House of Representatives for the 88th District, guests of the Senate.  Each responded to several 
questions.  

III.  APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES: Minutes of 10-14-02 accepted as presented  

IV.  PRESIDENT’S REPORT:  
     President Lancaster reported on the Board of Regents meeting of October 16-17, and 
reviewed the Regents' "Principles of Management of Anticipated Budget Reductions" and 
"Budget Rescission and Reduction Guidelines." (listed in the Agenda for the meeting).  Senators 
asked questions on a variety of subjects, including: whether a mid-year tuition increase is being 
considered; whether the WSU Centers are being reviewed; whether qualitative, and not just 
quantitative, criteria will be used in determining cuts; and how Washburn University and the 
community colleges fit into the current educational system of the state.  

V.  COMMITTEE REPORTS:  
                  A. Rules -- Senator Behrman, chair of the Rules Committee, reported that a volunteer 
is needed to serve on the University Traffic Advisory Committee. If interested, please contact her 
– ext. 6460)  

VI.  OLD BUSINESS:  None  



VII.  NEW BUSINESS:  
                 A.  External Peer Reviews - Tom Mulinazzi, Professor of Civil Engineering and 
President of the Faculty Senate at the University of Kansas, spoke to the Senate about the 
University of Kansas policy of mandatory external peer reviews.  He discussed their use at KU 
and handed out copies of the K.U. Guidelines for External Evaluations, (available in the Office 
of the Faculty Senate.  He indicated that such reviews are required in all tenure cases and noted 
their importance for all promotion cases.    

VIII.  AS MAY ARISE: none 

Respectfully submitted 
Dwight Murphey 
Secretary 
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