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Secretary's Notes •• Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of April 30, 2003 

A meeting was held in the Senate conference room in Morrison Hall at 3:30 p.m. 
Present were: Elizabeth Behrman, Barbara Hodson, Kirk Lancaster (presiding), Peer 
Moore-Jansen and Dwight Murphey. 

Murphey produced a tongue-in-cheek certificate for the committee members to sign (if 
they wish) granting Lancaster an honorary medical degree ''for life-experience credit 
earned by having presided over more amputations than a Civil War field surgeon." This 
was in reference to the deletions made in the General Education proposals at the 
Senate meeting on the 28th. 

The Agenda for the General Faculty meeting on May 13 was agreed upon, being the 
measures passed by the Senate on April 28, together with recognition of faculty who 
have died since the last general faculty meeting. The notice to University faculty will go 
out tomorrow, giving the required ten days' advance notice. 

The Agenda for the May 5 meeting of the Senate was agreed upon. It will include acting 
upon theASchotarship Committee's report. 

~~Ot._ 
Prospects for filling offices and executive committee positions for next year were 
discussed. President Lancaster repeatedly implored Murphey to refrain from retiring 
and accept major positions of responsibility, but these efforts were rebuffed in a manner 
both friendly and firm. 

It was decided that the annual executive committee dinner will be held at Kwan Court 
restaurant on May 12. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of April 23, 2003 

A meeting was held in the Senate conference room in Morrison Hall at 3:30 p.m. 
Present were: Elizabeth Behrman, Jeri Carroll, Barbara Hodson, Kirk Lancaster 
(presiding), and Dwight Murphey. 

The meeting was devoted to determining the Agenda for the April 28 meeting of the full 
Senate, with particular attention to the order in which the various General Education 
proposals from the Executive Committee are submitted for a vote. The committee 
decided to break Motion One (relating to t&P and Capstone courses) into two parts: a 
Part 1 A consisting of everything except the portion taken out for Part 1 B; and a Part 1 B 
consisting of the three sentences relating to the creation of a new F acuity Senate 
standing committee, the Assessment Committee. The latter is, however, to have the 
references to capstone courses removed. 

It was decided to submit the motions to the Senate in the following order: Motion 3 
(relating to assessment); Part 1 B from Motion 1 (this part relating to the creation of the 
new Assessment Committee); Motion 4 (relating to requiring all Basic Skills courses to 
be taken within a student's first 48 hours); Motion 2 (relating to Introductory and Further 
Studies courses); Motion 5 (relating to oral communication); and Motion 1A (relating to 
the dropping of l&P courses and adding of Capstone courses). 

It was decided that if Motion 3 on assessment is not approved by the Senate, a brief 
resolution would be offered to have a special assessment committee appointed that 
would study the matter of assessment further and report to the Senate by this coming 
December. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 



• 

• 

• 

Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of April 9, 2003 

A meeting was held in the Senate conference room in Morrison Hall at 3:30 p.m. 
Present were: Elizabeth Behrman, Silvia Herzog, Kirk Lancaster (presiding), Peer 
Moore-Jansen, and Dwight Murphey. 

President Lancaster handed around copies of letters that have been sent to state 
Senator Susan Wagle and Governor Sibelius opposing the recently enacted bill barring 
funding for courses in which obscene videos are shown. 

It was decided that the Senate meeting on April 14 will be devoted to continued 
discussion of the General Education proposal; the meeting on the 21st will involve the 
introduction of any amendments, and discussion of them; and the meeting on the 28th . 
will involve votes on the amendments and the main motion. During the days after the 
meeting on the 14th, the Senate Executive Committee will draft possible amendments 
reflecting each of the suggestions that has been made during Senate discussion, so that 
these can be discussed on the 21st. Members of the executive committee are to e-mail 
any proposals they have to President Lancaster by Tuesday evening of this coming 
week. The executive committee will then meet at 2 p.m. on Friday, April 18, for as long 
as it takes to put these into desired form for submission to the full Senate . 

The proposal from the Assessment Taskforce had followed its charge that any 
assessment procedures for General Education would be in the hands of the General 
Education Coordinator. This was dropped by Lancaster when he prepared the General 
Education proposal for submission to the Senate. Accordingly, the executive committee 
discussed today what should be provided by way of administration of the assessment 
process. It was agreed that a provision would be added to establish an "assessment 
instrument committee" to which units of the University can submit their proposed 
assessment methods as called for in the proposal, and to administer the College BASE 
sample testing. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5 p.m. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 



• Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of April 2, 2003 

A meeting was held in the Senate conference room in Morrison Hall at 3:30 p.m. 
Present were: Elizabeth Behrman, Jeri carroll, Kirk Lancaster (presiding), David 
McDonald and Dwight Murphey. 

President Lancaster provided copies of a resolution that is before the Faculty Senate at 
Fort Hays State University urging the repeal of the recently-enacted bill directing the 
Kansas Board of Regents to terminate funding for any department in which a course 
utilizes sexually explicit material that violates the state's obscenity statute. After much 
discussion, it was decided to bring the matter before our Senate during the last fifteen 
minutes of next Monday's meeting so that the meeting is not devoted entirely to it 
rather than to the business before the Senate on General Education. 

Lancaster indicated that it appears that an 18 to 20 percent tuition increase Is 
forthcoming for WSU. He raised the point that this creates a question about the tuition 
waivers given to graduate teaching assistants, since there will be more to be waived. 
He indicated there is also a statewide issue now pending about whether the funding for 
health insurance for GTAs should be increased. No action was taken by the committee. 

• The rest of the meeting was devoted to discussion of the General Education proposal. 

• 

Murphey pointed to the proposal's reference to a "nationally normed examination," and 
mentioned that College BASE is a criteria-based exam, not a normed one. It was 
agreed to change the language in the . proposal to "a nationally recognized General 
Education assessment examination." Murphey also brought up the idea of requiring 
students who have finished 48 hours to take and pass the College BASE exam sections 
on English and Mathematics. It was agreed that Murphey should bring this up for 
discussion in the full Senate meeting, and that if it is favorably received a written 
provision can be proposed during the Senate sessions that address the various 
proposals that will have been made. 

Lancaster pointed to two provisions in the proposal that he felt could be carried over to 
the May 5 Senate meeting and not submitted to the General Faculty on May 13. These 
were Paragraph 2 of Item 2 ( on transfer credit, relating to college advisors' not being 
permitted to make substitutions) and Item 3 (relating to course levels and numbering). 
After discussion, it was decided to hold these to the May 5 meeting; and that, as to 
either one if approved by the Senate, it should go into the Policies and Procedures 
Manual and the Curriculum Change Form. It was agreed that either item, if approved 
by the Senate, will need to be sent to the Academic Affairs office. The meeting 
adjourned at 5 p.m . 

Dwight Murphey 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of March 19, 2003 

A meeting was held in the Senate conference room in the basement of Morrison hall at 
3 p.m. to decide upon the final content of the proposal relative to General Education to 
be made to the full Senate. The Secretary was not present because of another 
commitment, with the result that there are no Secretary's Notes detailing the content of 
the meeting. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 
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Secretary's Notes 
Meeting of Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

March 18, 2003 

The meeting was held in the Senate conference room in the basement of Morrison Hall, 
commencing at 2 p.m. Present were: Behrman, Carroll, Hodson, Lancaster (presiding), 
McDonald, Moore-Jansen and Murphey. Herzog was out of town. 

It was voted, 3 to 1, that the Senate hold weekly meetings starting this coming Monday 
until such time as it has finished work on the many pending items of business. The 
Senate Executive Committee will meet on Wednesdays at 3:30 p.m. 

The Committee discussed the proposal about course numbering made in the Final 
Report of the Taskforce on Transfer Equivalency, and the proposal was approved by 
consensus. 

President Lancaster handed out a two-page ballot relating to five proposals he had 
drafted that, if approved, would express the sense of the Executive Committee about 
the General Education taskforce proposals. He said he needed the sense of the 
Executive Committee on them before he undertook to write a final General Education 
proposal that will go from the Executive Committee to the full Senate. After much 
discussion, all five were approved by blind written ballot, with one dissenting vote on 
proposals 2, 3 and S. 

The Committee then discussed the candidates for the University's Distinguished Service 
Award. Carroll and Hodson left the room for this aspect of the meeting, since both 
were among the nominees. The Committee members cast, by blind written ballot, their 
respective rankings; and the nominees with the three best rankings were noted so that 
President Lancaster can report the recommendation to the administration. 

The meeting continued with much discussion until after 4 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dwight Murphey, Secretary 
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Secretary's Notes 
Meeting of Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

March 17, 2003 

The meeting was held in the Senate conference room in the basement of Morrison Hall, 
commencing at 2 p.m. Present were: Behrman, carroll, Herzog, Hodson, McDonald, 
Moore-Jansen and Murphey. 

Program Discontinuances 
Jim Clark, associate dean of the Barton School of Business, met with the 

Committee about the proposed discontinuance of the MS in Business and the Legal 
Assistant Program. He assured the Committee that the Policy and Procedures Manual 
procedures are being, and will be, followed. 

There was much discussion about the discontinuance procedures, focusing 
especially on whether there is adequate faculty input before the pertinent 
administrators arrive at a fixed opinion favoring discontinuance and on whether the 
Senate Executive Committee has adequate information when it votes on its 
recommendation about a discontinuance. The Committee decided to refer these issues 
to the Academic Affairs Committee for a report to the Senate Executive Committee by 
the end of the fall semester. 

The following discontinuance proposals were also discussed in detail: of Electrical 
Engineering Technology; of the Gerontology degree; and of the Ethnic Studies program . 

carroll argued that certain things should be mentioned in the letter going from 
President Lancaster to the VPAAR, and the following were approved by consensus: that 
the vote of the Committee was in each case based on the information the Committee 
had received; that the vote was taken with the knowledge that there would be a later 
faculty vote on each discontinuance; that the Committee had considered the 
discontinuance proposals in its role as assigned to it by the Policy and Procedures 
Manual's provision on the discontinuance procedure; and that the Committee had 
decided that, in order to maintain the secrecy of the ballot, at least one vote contrary to 
that of the majority should be recorded on each proposal. 

All five discontinuances were then approved by a 6 to 1 vote. 

Basic Skills 
Lancaster posted a list of points for discussion, with the intent, however, that 

there would be no decision on them at this meeting. Although no vote was taken, the 
general thinking was that the Speech requirement would be modified to an oral 
communication requirement, with each college deciding which course will be best for its 
students. There was also general agreement in favor of reducing the General Education 
hours by three and adding a 3-hour "capstone course" as a graduation requirement, 
with I&P (Issues and Perspectives) courses being dropped. 

Assessment 
Lancaster expressed concern that additional assessment vehicles may need to be 
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developed over time for areas, such as Fine Arts, not covered by the CollegeBASE 
examination. 

Other areas 
Lancaster supported the taskforce's recommendations on goals and objectives to 

the effect that departments should be charged with the responsibility of matching one 
to the other. 

Open meeting 
The meeting was recessed at 3:50 p.m. to reconvene at 128 Jabara Hall for an 

open meeting to hear faculty comment about the various aspects of the General 
Education reports. 

The following points, among others, were made during the open meeting: 
. An idea is under consideration to add a third course, at the sophomore level, in 

English. Chris Brooks of the English Department said the test-out provision is ample; 
that there is a consensus at WSU that out students don't write well; and that there ls a 
need to upgrade the quality of GTAs teaching the classes, since some very poor writers 
have become GTAs. He prefers that the CollegeBASE exam include the writing prompt, 
and that the capstone courses include the grading of a paper entirely on its writing 
competency . 

. With regard to Public Speaking, it was said that very few students attempt to 
test out, but that that does not mean that the test-out procedure isn't sound. Most of 
the teaching is by GTAs, who are well prepared. Universities use a variety of methods 
of assessing students' speaking ability; some give a written examination about 
speaking. 

. About assessment, Marty Shawver suggested giving the CollegeBASE exam at 
the point at which each student finishes his or her General Education courses. Gerald 
Lichti saw a problem in the possibility that the CollegeBASE test will drive the 
curriculum. Craig-Moreland argued that the CollegeBASE test doesn't cover Fine Arts 
and is insufficient about Social Science, which will result in a disadvantage for students 
who emphasize those areas. Another person suggested that students should be 
allowed to take CollegeBASE early, if they choose to, although this would give rise to a 
plausible argument that if they pass the exam they should be considered to have 
"tested out" of General Education altogether. Another person observed that 
CollegeBASE is a knowledge-based examination, whereas the University's goals and 
objectives are not. 

The open session concluded at 5 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dwight Murphey, Secretary 
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NOTES FOR SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
March 3, 2003 

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee was held at 3:30 p.m. on 
Monday, March 3, 2003, in the Senate conference room in the basement of Morrison 
Hall. Present were: Kirk Lancaster, chair; Elizabeth Behnnan; Jeri Carroll; Silvia 
Herzog; Barbara Hodson; David McDonald; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. 

Copies of the final taskforce reports on General Education were exchanged. Copies of a 
letter to the Executive Committee from Keith Williamson, Richard Armstrong and 
Shirley Staples Carter were also given to all members of the Committee. 

President Lancaster began the meeting by summarizing the budget shortfalls being 
experienced by the University. During the discussion, it was brought out that if the 
University stays under a 20% increase in tuition, there will not be a requirement that part 
of the resulting revenue be earmarked for student assistance. Lancaster said that 
President Beggs is philosophically opposed to making students pay to fund financial 
assistance to other students. 

The members of the committee (Carroll, Moore-Jansen, Murphey and Behnnan) who are 
chairs of General Education taskforces each spoke about the final report that has been 
made for their respective taskforces. There was much discussion of each report . 

At the end of the meeting, Lancaster sought to identify the particular points that the 
Executive Committee seems to lack a consensus on: the issue of making Basic Skills a 
graduation requirement; whether capstone courses should replace l&P courses; issues 
regarding the Concept Map on page 17 of Carroll's report; and which "option" expressed 
in Carroll's report the Committee prefers be presented to the full Senate. 

It was agreed that the Committee will meet from 3 to 5 p.m. on Monday, Tuesday and 
Wednesday of Spring Break (i.e., March 17, 18 and 19) to seek a consensus on these 
issues. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 5 :25 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dwight Murphey, Secretary 
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Notes re meeting of Senate Executive Committee 
February 17, 2003 

A meeting of the Senate Executive Committee was convened at 3:30 p.m. on Monday, 
February 17, 2003, in the Senate office in the basement of Morrison Hall. Present were: 
Kirk Lancaster, presiding; Eliz.abeth Behnnan; Silvia Herzog, Barbara Hodson; David 
McDonald; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. Guests were: VP AAR Robert 
Kindrick and Phil Gaunt. 

Philip Gaunt made a presentation about the "community engagement" efforts being made 
through WSU-LINK. He was then invited to make a presentation about it at the meeting 
of the full Senate on February 24, 2003. 

Kirk Lancaster spoke about the situation regarding the General Education taskforces. 
The March 1 deadline for their reports to the Senate Executive Committee still stands. 
He sought items from the taskforces that can be brought before the full Senate 
immediately, so that progress can be begun on them in light of the fact that time is going 
to be at a premium with the Senate during the coming two months. The result was that 
Lancaster will prepare and e-mail to the other Senate Executive Committee members a 
motion relating to the University's transfer credit policy (which is item IA in the charge 
to Taskforce #1). Elizabeth Behrman will prepare and e-mail to the committee members 
two motions: one relating to capstone courses, and the other proposing making Basic 
Skills into a set of graduation requirements. 

There was a round-robin in which the taskforce chairs discussed the current status of their 
respective taskforce's work .. Dwight Murphey indicated that he had received comments 
about his report only from David McDonald, and invited others to submit any feedback 
that can be gone over by his taskforce before they finalize their report. Silvia Herzog 
raised a question about the proposed policy of not offering remedial courses; and 
Murphey said he will have his group discuss that. 

Lancaster brought up the matter of tuition-setting. He said that he has divided the Budget 
and Planning Committee into three subcommittees: one, headed by Robert Ross, to make 
a recommendation by March 13 ofthis year about the tuition level for FY 04; a second, 
headed by Will Klunder, to look into future proactive procedures; and a third to concern 
itself with how general faculty input can be obtained for the proactive 
tuition-recommending process to consider. 

Lancaster said that he opposes differential tuition, believing that it would divide the 
faculty. He favors overall tuition increases. In the discussion that followed, it was 
observed that the problem may not be in the charging of differential tuition so much as in 
a particular school's laying exclusive claim to the resulting revenue. A particular 
discipline, it was said, may benefit students' future incomes enough to warrant their 
paying more; but the revenue should be used to benefit the faculty of the University as a 
whole. Murphey urged that Lancaster talk with Dean Beehler of Business about 
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differential tuition so that a common position might be worked out rather than simply 
heading into a confrontation on it. 

Lancaster told about the new faculty awards approved by the Regents. There will be two 
for each institution: one to a tenured faculty member, the other to a non-tenured person. 
Institutions are to develop their own criteria, subject to Board of Regents approval. 
Murphey said he had brought up the question at the Faculty Support Committee at its last 
meeting of whether that committee would feel itself too burdened to take on the handing 
of these awards, and he reported that that committee felt it could handle it. The executive 
committee then voted to refer the matter to the Faculty Support Committee. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:20 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dwight Murphey, Secretary 
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Secretary's Notes Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of February 3, 2003 

The meeting began at 3: 30 p. m. in the Faculty Senate Off ice in 
Morrison Hall. The following were present: Kirk Lancaster, 
presiding; Elizabeth Behrman; Jeri Carroll; Silvia Herzog; Barbara 
Hodson; David McDonald; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. 
President Donald Beggs and VPAAR Robert Kindrick joined the meeting 
at 4 p.m. 

Reports were made for each of the General Education taskforces. 
The taskforce chairs were urged to have their reports finalized for 
the Senate Executive Committee to consider by March 1. 

The committee then discussed the questions that President Lancaster 
had prepared to lead the discussion that was to follow at 4 p.m. 
with President Beggs and VPAAR Kindrick. These questions relate to 
procedures for program discontinuance and the setting of tuition. 

University President Beggs and VPAAR Kindrick joined the meeting at 
4 p.m., at which time they were given copies of the questions 
Lancaster had prepared. In the course of more than an hour's 
discussion, President Beggs made the following points, among 
others: He feels the existing program discontinuance procedure is a 
good one to follow. The principal problem is the need to act 
urgently. There is urgency, too, with regard to the reform of 
General Education. He believes the University is retaining some 
things in its program inventory that should not still be there. 
kny recommendations that anyone wishes to make to him about 
programs should be to him by March 1. The Regents primarily are 
concerned about how many students a program serves. Beggs said 
that WSU's budgeting will be flexible to meet student demand, with 
the dollars going to where the students are. His own concern is 
very much that he wants our catalogues and bulletins to reflect 
accurately what we are really offering. There is a difference 
between staffing a program for granting a degree, and staffing it 
as a service to oth~r areas of the University. With regard to some 
programs, there is a question as to whether to offer a degree. 
Beggs wants WSU to take charge of the processes itself rather than 
to wait to be reactive to outside pressures. The Matrix process is 
independent of the program discontinuance procedure, since the 
Matrix relates to budgeting and needs to be updated by January 1, 
in time for interaction with the Kansas Legislature. 

Discussion turned to Regents' CEO Reginald Robinson's memorandum 
about the time-line for presentation of tuition-increased proposals 
to the Regents. Beggs said he will give the same presentation to 
the Regents that he did a year ago: that WSU is staying with the 
nine principles that have been adopted for WSU's decisions. One of 
these is that the state is responsible for salary increases and 
fringe benefits. Each Regents' institution has a different set of 
principles. Beggs was asked how he will get the participation of 
the various campus constituencies, and he indicated he will do so 
through the Budget Advisory Committee, whose respective members are 
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responsible to report the views of their constituents. WSU is 
expecting a decline in enrollments because of the slow economy. 
The number of full-time f reshrnen has been declining for three 
years, and this year's number was 900. The main competition WSU 
feels is from the community colleges, with whom WSU has an 
excellent relationship. Any tuition increase will impact on that 
competitiveness. The fact that community college courses are 
accepted by WSU is a recruiting tool that community colleges use. 
Beggs sees no incentive to change the Articulation Agreement with 
the community colleges so long as our General Education program is 
as poor as it is. He looks to the faculty to work out an 
acceptable General Education program. The present program doesn't 
meet the test of created a "generally educated person." The 
Articulation Agreement is a creature of the Regents, and we can't 
nullify it. What we can do is to sharpen our own focus, and then 
examine course equivalencies in light of our expectations. 
Although both Beggs and Kindrick very much prefer the WSU faculty 
to formulate a good General Education program, it can be done by a 
presidentially-appointed commission if that fails. Beggs asked 
that the Senate Executive Committee get VPAAR Kindrick involved 
before a final plan is taken to the faculty. 

President Lancaster gave the following time-line for action on the 
General Education reform: 

Taskforce reports to the Senate Executive Cornrni ttee by 
March 1 . 

The Senate Executive Committee finalize the plan, putting 
together the various reports into a coherent whole, by the end 
of March. 

Consideration of the plan by the Faculty Senate in April. 

Presentation of the plan at a General Faculty Meeting this 
spring [presumably late April or early May]. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 



• Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of January 18, 2003 

The meeting began at 1:00 p.m. in 323 Jabara Hall. The following were present: Kirk 
Lancaster, presiding; Elizabeth Behrman; Jeri carroll; Silvia Herzog; Barbara Hodson; 
David McDonald; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. 

The first topic for discussion was the University's budget situation. The deans must 
report by February 17 about how they will handle a 7°/o reduction from the FY 2003 
budget, even though it is now anticipated that the cut won't be that much. President 
Lancaster asked each member of the executive committee to comment in turn about 
whether the $15 million for implementing the ERP (University computer revamping) 
should be spent as planned or should be delayed. In the round robin: Behrman, delay 
it one year and then look at the situation; Herzog, Hodson, McDonald, and Murphey, 
the same; Carroll, use the money for fully staffing the empty faculty lines, and then 
consider the situation in a year; and Moore-Jansen, postpone for at least a year, but 
also seek a federal grant to pay for the ERP. Lancaster asked that each of the 
committee members e-mail him his or her thoughts about this. 

The next item of business was planning the agenda for the January 27 meeting of the 
Senate. 

Lancaster raised the question of whether WSU should seek to change the faculty's role 
vis a vis the setting of tuition rates from a reactive to a proactive one. He said that 
Emporia State University follows a proactive procedure. In a round . robin, Behrman, 
Herzog and McDonald agreed that proactive would be most desirable; Murphey said 
that proactive as to matters of budget and of tuition rates has for many years proved 
virtually impossible because of a lack of timely information and of continuity of thought, 
which caused him to suggest that there should perhaps be a permanent council of of 
proven faculty leaders who can stay on top of such things and play a proactive role; 
Carroll agreed, saying the administration has continuity, but that the students and 
faculty do not, so it would be desirable to have a body that would provide continuity for 
the faculty; Hodson and Moore-Jansen agreed with all the others that proactive would 
be best, and also with the view that a mechanism to ensure continuity is necessary. 
Lancaster said he is considering forming the past Faculty Senate presidents into an 
organized body. He said he would like the executive committee to make a proposal to 
the full Senate within the next couple of months. 

The timing for a meeting of the General Faculty was considered, and it was thought 
that early April will be best. Topics for the agenda: a set of guidelines for faculty 
awards to be given by the Board of Regents; and the various proposals that will come 
out of the taskforces on General Education. 

• Lancaster called on the members to report for their respective General Education 
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taskforces. Basically, the indication was that each of the taskforces is still working on 
its report, with the exception that the Assessment Taskforce has made its preliminary 
report to the executive committee. The members indicated they were not able to 
download this report when it arrived to them by e-mail this week in WordPerfect, so 
Murphey promised to get a hard copy to each of them right away. It was agreed that 
the Senate needs to act on the taskforce reports in February so that the results can 
come before the General Faculty Meeting in early April. 

Lancaster shifted the focus to a broad one involving the economic well-being of Wichita 
and of the state. He suggested that efforts should be made to create a bio-tech 
industry in Wichita as part of diversifying from aircraft manufacturing. 

The meeting wound down at about 3 p.m., with thanks being expressed to President 
Lancaster for the fine box lunches that were provided. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of Decenber 2, 2002 

The meeting began at 3:30 p.m. in the Senate office in Morrison Hall. The following 
were present: Kirk Lancaster, presiding; Elizabeth Behrman; Jeri Carroll; Silvia Herzog; 
Barbara Hodson; David McDonald; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. VPAAR 
Robert Kindrick was present upon invitation by the committee. 

The entire meeting was devoted to a discussion of the process relating to the impact of 
budget cuts on University programs. (The agenda had also scheduled reports by the 
General Education taskforce chairs, but there proved not to be time for that.) The 
following notes don't purport to contain all of the many points made: It was observed 
that there is not much money to be saved by eliminating even so many as all of the 
"triggered" programs, several of which have been cut to the bone already. The 
possibility of folding some programs together was considered, although without 
discussing specific programs. President Lancaster would like to see a faculty consensus 
on the priorities to be applied. He said that if there is an increase in spring enrollment 
as anticipated, the University will not have to lay off anyone unless and until further 
budget cuts are imposed in the future. VPAAR Kindrick said the University will need to 
resolve the question of program discontinuance, based on the triggered programs, by 
the end of the spring semester. The administration doesn't foresee short-term savings, 
but is instead looking at long-term savings. When asked whether it is possible to 
continue a "presence" for disciplines that are usually considered essential to a 
university, Kindrick responded that the University can suspend rather than discontinue a 
program, so that it isn't dropped totally. It is also possible to cut programs without 
eliminating a department. Kindrick emphasized that the University will "have to go 
where the students are." He said the Regents want grant-supported efforts to grow, 
and the others to decline. [Although it didn't directly relate to the budget problems, 
Kindrick pointed out that the Regents govern the university system, but only coordinate 
the community colleges, not govern them.] The observation was made that the WSU 
faculty has dropped in size in recent years from 600 to 500. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. when President Lancaster had to leave to 
attend another meeting. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of November 18, 2002 

The meeting began at 3:30 p.m. in the Senate office in Morrison Hall. The following 
were present: Kirk Lancaster, presiding; Elizabeth Behrman; Jeri carroll; Silvia Herzog; 
Barbara Hodson; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. University counsel Ted 
Ayres was present upon invitation by the committee. 

There was a lengthy and congenial discussion with Ted Ayres about the scope of his 
review of Faculty Senate actions. Dwight Murphey sought to have him describe the 
nature of his review along a continuum from minimum to maximum review: checking 
for legal problems; editing for errors, contradictions and incompleteness; checking 
content for provisions unacceptable to the administration, but otherwise showing 
deference to the Senate; checking content with a willingness freely to substitute 
judgment for what the Senate has decided; and editing for style, with a free 
substitution of judgment as to wording. Ayres indicated that he sees his job as calling 
for him to go beyond merely reviewing the legal aspects of a matter, and as giving his 
opinion fully as an adviser to President Beggs. If he suggests changes in an action and 
the Senate decides to stay with its original or some other version, the Senate's and 
Ayres' respective versions will be put forward to President Beggs, who will then have 
the choice. This explanation did not suggest an attitude of deference to the Senate. 
In addition to this overall discussion, members of the committee got into specific 
matters with Ayres: the cell phone policy, the policy manual statement on efforts to find 
positions for faculty members dismissed for reasons other than cause, and the changes 
in the Tenure and Promotion policy. 

The second half of the meeting was devoted to reports from the committee members 
as chairs of their respective General Education taskforces: carroll, Murphey, 
Moore-Jansen and Behrman. President Lancaster asked that each give a preliminary 
report verbally to the Senate at its meeting next week. 

The meeting was adjournec:t at 5 p.m. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 
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e • • Wichita State University 
General Education Concept Map 

Goal Outcome 
To understand the humanities and how the • Function by examined ethical standards and principles 
explore the complexity of the human 
experience; 
To understand and appreciate various art • 
forms 
To understand human functioning and • Motivate people and develop collaborative work environments 
behavior in individuals, groups, institutions, • Understand diverse cultures and relate well with individuals from these 
and societies cultures 
To understand the natural sciences, their 
application in technological innovation and 
development and their impact on society 
To study and apply basic mathematical 
principles 
To study and apply principles of written and • Communicate clearly and effectively; Articulate issues, options, and 
oral communication consequences of decisions; 
Across the Curriculum 
Significant development in these areas is 
expected of all WSU graduates 

oral communication • Communicate clearly and effectively 
written communication • Communicate clearly and effectively 
mathematical 
library research skills • Analyze and assess information utilizing a variety of information and 

people resources; 
Technology (NEW) • Utilize technology to solve problems and facilitate tasks 

• Actively engage in the betterment of the community in which they live . 
Capstone Course: Appreciate and apply • Problem solve and make excellent decisions in personal, career, and 
understandings of the fine arts, humanities, community arenas; 
social sciences, natural sciences, and • Appreciate and apply understandings of the fine arts, humanities, social 
mathematics to life, career, and community sciences, natural sciences, and mathematics to life, career, and 
challenges community challenges 

11/15/02 





Models fa .· 
Succ 

CAAP as n Outcomes 

This model · ~uses on simple o . t omes and uses CAAP 
to assess comp!~ ion of core gen education skills and 
learning. By usin the CAAP rep · , institutions can 
determine overall tudent achieveme t and whether it 
is acceptable. By c mparing the re s with those of 
similar users, an in titution can lear how well it is 
doing, f mparativ ly speaking. 

CAAr/ as a Me surement o roup Change 

Eac of the follo ing designs pro 
as · t an institu on in evaluating 
· s general ed ation program. 

enables an institution 
to o n an initial reading o program outcomes. 

ming freshmen are test at the beginning of the fall 
term, and a similar grouB f sophomores/juniors/seniors 
is tested at the end of spring term in the same 
academic year. The ectiveness of a program may then 
be inferred from e differences between the two mean 

e challenge of this design is matching 

Longitudinal (same test): This design involves 
the administration of CAAP to incoming students and 
then again to the same students, usually at the end of 
the sophomore, junior, or senior level. By looking at the 
differences between the CAAP mean scores of both 
groups, institutions can infer change. 

Longitudinal or Linkage Report (different, 
, but similar tests): CAAP is administered at the 

end of the sophomore, junior, or senior level to students 
who have taken the ACT Assessment® or one of the 
ACT™ Placement Testing Programs for entry purposes. 
Changes in learning outcomes can be inferred by 
comparing the rankings (based on matched records, 
i.e., records for the same student taking entry and 
outcomes tests). 



• 
Reporting and 
Research Services 
Standard 

After each CAAP administration, 
. institutions will receive as part of 

the standard CAAP service: 

• Two copies of the Student 
Score Report and a basic 
interpretive guide for each 
student 

• Certificates of Achievement for all students earning 
scores at or above the national mean 

• A Student Roster Report, organized in alphabetical 
order by the student's last name, that reports scale 
scores (including local and national percentages), 
academic major, education level, and performance 
effort on the test 

• An Institutional Summary Report that provides 
mean scores for each demographic area, a 
summary of student self-reported motivation, 
and national and loca!-,percentile distributions . . 
(A minimum of 25 · students tested is FequiFed 
to receive this re ori;.) 

Additional Services 
CAAP Trend Service: Institutions may wane co 
compare progress across several years for total students 
tested and/or for specific student subgroups. ACT will 
produc~ institutional reports for up to three successive 
years of testing. Normative data is provided for the local 
institution and a national sample of similar institutions. 

CAAP Linkage Reports: These repons--offered 
as a package-will enable institutions to document change 
in academic performance over time for an intact cohort 
of students. A minimum of 25 matched student records in 
each CAAP module must be present for Linkage Reports 
to be generated (100 is recommended). 

• Basic Report: This report helps institutions . 
monitor and document academic change over time 
for a cohort of students. Institutional "matched" data 
files are created that contain all students who have 
taken one of ACT's Placement Testing Programs 
(COMPASS® or ASSET®) or the ACT Assessment 
upon admission and CAAP at the completion of 
the core general education program. 
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Scoring 
All multiple-choice CAAP tests are scored by ACT . 
Standard scores are reported on a scale that ranges from 
approximately 40 (low) to 80 (high), with a mean of 60 
and a standard deviation of 5. Cumulative percents are 
reported to facilitate comparisons of student 
performance. A total score is provided for each CAAP 
exam. In addition, subscores are given for the Writing 
Skills Test (Usage/Mechanics; Rhetorical Skills) , the 
Reading Test (Arts/Literature; Social/Natural Sciences), 
and the Mathematics Test (basic algebra/college algebra) . 

The CAAP Writing (Essay) Test may be scored locally 
and/or by ACT. If ACT scores the test, a composite score 
and the scores for each essay are reported-on a modified 
holistic basis-on a 1-6 scale in increments of O. 5. The 
essays are evaluated according to how well, in a timed 
draft composition, the student formulates and executes 
a response to issues raised in the assignment. 1- 500 

If local faculty score the essays, the results from local 501-1,500 
scoring should not be compared directly to results "·"' . "'' 
obtained through ACT scoring because of poss~o~. " .. ~ · ~-~ 
differences in scoring guidelines. A scoring guide with 'The fees fisted urider optl;n 4 tlcjpfre>< 
sample apers is available for a nominal fee to assist all test questions on tlie,safne ~s~r:' 
institu ions wishing to score essays locally . 

cal Questions 
nd Subgroups 

[ institution may collect response 
reveloped questions, each with up 

responses. 



Each Readi 
of rnultiple-choi 
· to derive meaning, rn 
comparisons and gener 1 

is accompanied by a set 
at require students 

formation, make 
ddraw 

conclusions. The test focuse 
skills needed to comprehend w 

· a range of subject areas and purpo 
and two subscores (Arts/Literature 

,.. Sciences) are provided. 

lex set of 

hernatics Test measures the achievern 
·of math s · ls generally expected of most college 

students. The exam 
emphasizes the solution 
of quantitative problems 
encountered in many 
postsecondary algebra courses 
and stresses applications and 

uantitative reasoning rather 
an memorization of 

formulas. Multiple-choic items on the exam 
are classified as pre-algebra elementary algebra, 
·intermediate algebra, coor nate geometry, college 
algebra, and trigonometry. total score and two 
subscores (basic algebra and ollege algebra) 
are provided. 

· · Scienbe Reasoning 

Th'.e ~ence Reasoning Test easures scientific 
reaso ng skills generally a] · red in introductory 
colle science courses. It as umes no factual recall 
frci" any particular science ourse, but is based on 

. pdxpk.s taught in all low ,-division science coucse,. 
. : E;,th set of scientific infor ation in the exam is 

. ~-. ollowed by a series of rn ltiple-choice questions. 
," · , ' nforrnation is conveye in one of three formats: 

;, data representation (gr phs, tables, and other 
, - schematic forms), res arch summaries (descriptions 

ts to .hele. / • · of several related ex erirnents), or conflicting 
·about their viewpoints (expre ions of related hypotheses or 

reviews that are · consistent with each other). The 
- .. test questions equire students to understand the 

inforrnatio provided, to examine interrelationships 
and to eralize in order to gain new information 
dr:!! onclusions, or make predictions. 

The Critical Thinking Test measures the abil ty to 
clarify, analyze, evaluate, and extend ar~u nts. 
The exam provides a number of passage elated to 
issu~s commonly encountered in a PY, secondary 
curnculurn. These passages presenyne or more 
arguments and use a variety ofJPrmats, including 
case studies, debates, dialo~, overlapping positions, 
statistical arguments, ex~rtmental results, and 

editori~:ts s;#ulf1ple-choice questions 
accom/ assage. 
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Institution-------------------------------------

Street Address-----------------------------------

City ___________________ State _____ _ ZIP ________ _ 

Phone--------------~~--- Ext. -------------------

Fax E-mail------------------

Mail to: ACT 
Outcomes Assessment 
P.O. Box 168 
Iowa City, IA 52243-0168 
Phone: 319/337-1053 
Fax: 319/337-1790 
E-mail: outcomes@act.org 

ACT 
INFORMATION FOR LIFE'S TRANSlllONS 

IC 040371030 2748 
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Bobbi Dreiling 

10/21/02 11:15 AM 

To: jeri.carroll@wichita.edu, lancaster@math.twsu.edu, 
barbara.hodson@wichita.edu, dwight.murphey@wichita.edu, 
elizabeth.behrman@wichita.edu, david.mcdonald@wichita.edu, 
pmojan@wichita.edu, silvia.herzog@wichita.edu 

cc: 
Subject: Agenda, 10-21-02 

AGENDA -- Exec. Comm meeting, Monday, 10-21-02 

1. Tenure & Promotion Policy, 3.10 (Faculty Handbook) -- 4.11 (Policies & Procedures) 

Reads now - "In cases of termination of tenured faculty not involving termination for cause, the 
University has the obligation to make EVERY effort to find a suitable position within the institUtion for 
the affected faculty member. The suitability of any proposed position shall be by mutual agreement of 
the faculty member and the receiving department or equivalent unit. Faculty relocated within the 
University will not automatically, by virtue of their tenure, displace tenured, probationary or temporary 
faculty within the receiving department or equivalent unit." 

Proposed changes 
1. Change EVERY to AN 
2. Change EVERY to EVERY REASONABLE 

2. Cell Phone/Pager policy: 

As aa:epted by the Senate -- Cell Phones and pagers will not be operated or used by 
students during dass times. Faculty may approve an exception for special circumstances 
(e.g. emergendes). 

As suggested by Ted Ayres --- Student cell phones and pagers must be turned off during 
class times. Faculty may approve an exception for special circumstances. 

Bobbi Dreiling 
Administrative Assistant 
Faculty Senate 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of October 7, 2002 

The meeting began at 3:30 p.m. in the Senate office in Morrison Hall. The following 
were present: Kirk Lancaster, presiding; Elizabeth Behrman; Jeri carroll; Silvia Herzog; 
Barbara Hobson; David McDonald; Peer Moore-Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. Scott 
Goldy from the University Exceptions Committee and Charles Koeber from the University 
Curriculum Committee were present as guests. 

President Lancaster raised a matter about which he said he was not fully confident that 
he could disclose details at this time. It had to do with programs that have been 
triggered for a hiring freeze. There is a problem, he said, that some programs have 
been erroneously triggered, through inaccurate information passing from University 
computing to the Office of Institutional Research. There is a list of programs that have 
been triggered, as deficient by certain criteria, within the past five years. Since the 
"triggering" is based on a five-year rolling average as to certain statistics about a 
program, the list can include programs that had a problem as long ago as ten years, 
with the problem having weighed down their five-year average spanning 6 to 10 years 
ago. There was much discussion of this, but no resolution of it. 

Scott Goldy presented some recommendations for restructuring the University 
Exceptions Committee, the work of which is suffering both from a large volume of cases 
and a problem with members' attendance, especially during times when classes are not 
in session. The Executive Committee decided to refer the matter to the Rules 
Committee to formulate a motion to present to the Senate for any restructuring that 
may be called for. 

Charles Koeber spoke to the Executive Committee for a second time about the proposed 
guidelines for undergraduate "certificate programs." He had made the changes that 
were suggested during the most recent Executive Committee meeting, further clarifying 
the distinctions between certificate programs and other offerings of the University; and 
adding a provision for periodic reviews approximately every three years by the 
University Curriculum Committee. Hobson moved, and Behrman and Herzog seconded, 
a motion to approve the guidelines as they are now written and to place them on the 
agenda for the next meeting of the full Senate. This was approved. 

It was discussed that the Policy and Procedure Manual needs a "curriculum" section for 
such things as the certification guidelines. Lancaster said that he will talk with Ted 
Ayres, the keeper of the Manual, about adding such a section. 

Lancaster said there is still no feedback from John Hutchinson's office (in the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and Research's office) about the cell phone guidelines. 

The discussion of University-wide mandatory external review continued. Lancaster had 



• e-mailed members of the Executive Committee four messages about this: (a) a 
proposed motion; (b) his e-mail exchange about the motion with Joyce Cavarozzi, chair 
of the Faculty Affairs Committee; (c) written comments from deans at WSU about the 
current and prospective future expectations within the respective colleges about 
external reviews; and ( d) e-mails with some other institutions about their use or 
non-use of external review (this was cut short by Lancaster's need to devote time to the 
triggered-program problem). Murphey passed out copies of a proposed rewrite of the 
Policy and Procedures Manual on the use of external reviews. After much discussion, it 
was approved by a 4-2 vote to submit the following motion to the full Senate: 

''The Faculty Senate adopts the principle that external peer reviews obtained 
according to university policy as expressed in section 4.18 of the WSU Policies 
and Procedures Manual and section 3.176 of the WSU Faculty Handbook shall be 
required for all candidates for tenure hired after June 2003 and shall remain 
optional in all other cases. The Faculty Senate Faculty Affairs Committee shall 
have the charge of preparing a motion to amend the Faculty Handbook and the 
Policies and Procedures Manual so as to implement this principle and shall 
present this motion to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate no later 
than January 21, 2003 for placement on the agenda of the January 27, 2003 
Faculty Senate meeting." 

• The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 p.m. 

• 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 
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To: bobbi.dreiling@wichita.edu 
cc: 

Kirk Lancaster 
<lancaster@math.tw 
su.edu> Subject: Fwd: Motion 

10/09/02 08:59 AM 

Forwarded Message 

Subject: Motion 
Date: Mon, 7 Oct 2002 19:55:04 -0500 
From: Kirk Lancaster <lancaster@math .twsu.edu> 
To: "Dwight Murphey" <dwightmurphey@hotmail . com>edu> 
Cc: elizabeth.behrman@wichita.edu 

Dwight: 
The motion. 

The Faculty Senate Executive Committee recommends to the Faculty 
Senate the following motion: 

The Faculty Senate adopts the principle that external peer reviews 
obtained according to university policy as expressed in section 
4.18 of the WSU Policies and Procedures Manual and section 3.176 
of the WSU Faculty Handbook shall be required for all candidates for 
tenure hired after June 2003 and shall remain optional in all other cases. 
The Faculty Senate Faculty Affairs Committee shall have the charge of 
preparing a motion to amend the Faculty Handbook and the Policies 
and Procedures Manual so as to implement this principle and shall 
present this motion to the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate no 
later than January 21, 2003 for placement on the agenda of the January 
27, 2003 Faculty Senate meeting . 

/ 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
September 23, 2002 

The meeting was called to order by President Kirk Lancaster at 3:30 p.m. in the Faculty 
Senate conference room in the basement of Morrison Hall. Present: Elizabeth Behrman, 
Sylvia Herzog, Barbara Hobson, Kirk Lancaster, David McDonald, Peer Moore-Jansen, 
and Dwight Murphey. Jeri Carroll was not present. Charles Koeber, chair of the 
University Curriculum Committee, was present as a guest. 

Koeber presented a set of proposed guidelines formulated by the University Curriculum 
Committee for Certificate Programs. He explained that the guidelines are an adaptation 
to undergraduate programs of the Graduate School's guidelines for its own certificate 
programs. McDonald suggested the incongruity of calling something a "certificate 
program" and yet saying that it has nothing to do with "certification." Koeber said that 
he will draft a clarification to go into the "definition" paragraph at the beginning of the 
guidelines. There was also discussion of how often the periodic review of each 
certificate program should occur, and it was thought best to set it at every three years. 

Lancaster reported on the status of the eel phone policy, which the Executive 
Committee had asked him to put back through the VPAAR's office without change 
despite Ted Ayres' (the University counsel) wanting some changes. It is still with Dr. 
Hutchinson in the VPAAR's office . 

Lancaster told of receiving a letter from Ayres saying that the Senate now had a final 
opportunity to comment on pending changes in Tenure/Promotion policy. Since the 
present Executive Committee knew nothing about those proposals, Lancaster said he 
would check with Jeri Carroll, last year's Senate president, to see what they pertain to 
and whether Senate review is called for at this time. 

Lancaster reported that the 54-hour rule was adopted by the Regents last winter, but 
rescinded by it this past summer. He believes it may be coming in as WSU's own policy 
rather than as a Regents' policy. He asked each member of the Executive Committee to 
find out where the 54-hour rule stands right now in the member's respective college. 

There was discussion of General Education Taskforce No. 1 's work regarding community 
college equivalencies to WSU courses. Lancaster passed out a new statement of the 
charges to the various taskforces. Murphey said that as chair of the second taskforce 
he feels it is imperative that no further changes be made in the charge, in light of 
President Lancaster's desire to have the taskforces report by the end of November. He 
said that there was an opinion expressed during his first taskforce meeting that some of 
what is in its charge goes beyond what the 2001-2 Ad Hoc General Education Taskforce 
approved. Murphey said he would seek to determine precisely what points of difference 
may be at issue, so that that can be resolved quickly to establish the legitimacy of what 
is done during this year's follow-up. 

l 

I 

! 
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Lancaster brought up the subject of mandatory external reviews, and handed out 
papers containing the present Faculty Handbook and Policies and Procedures Manual 
provisions, along with drafts of what the proposed changes would be. McDonald 
brought out that there had been some desire to produce a uniform University-wide 
letter of instructions that would go to external reviewers, and it was decided that that 
can be taken up later. There seemed to be a strong consensus in favor of 
University-wide mandatory external reviews, with the exception of Murphey, who 
expressed concerns about whether external reviews would not be desirable in areas 
where faculty members who hold views that run counter to the conventional wisdom in 
a given discipline might be shot down by reviewers representing that conventional 
wisdom. He said he tends to favor a discipline-by-discipline decision about the use of 
external reviewers. There was discussion about when a mandatory policy should take 
effect: for faculty hired after June 2003 or whether for faculty hired after June 2004. It 
was decided to leave the proposal as 2003, with the possibility of a friendly amendment 
to 2004 if that seems to be the desire of the Senate. 

Members were reminded that a retreat to discuss mandatory external review is set for 
Sept. 27. Murphey raised the question of whether there is a purpose for it any longer, 
despite his having first suggested it, since Senator Carroll, who has voiced some 
criticisms, has indicated she will not be able to attend. He would like the Executive 
Committee to air all of Carroll's thoughts on the subject before the issue is taken to the 
full Senate. It was left open whether the retreat will be held as scheduled . 

Toe Secretary had to leave at 5:20 to teach a class, so these notes don't reflect 
anything discussed thereafter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dwight D. Murphey 
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The University of Kansas 
Guidelines for Promotion and Tenure Recommendations 

(2002-2003 Academic Year) 

B. Evaluation of Research, Scholarship, Creative or Artistic Performance 

Guidelines for External 
Evaluations 

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. 
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WSU Faculty Handbook 

3.176/The Use of External Evaluation 

The use of external peer reviews is optional . In deciding whether or not to 
seek external peer reviews, candidates should assess how they can best make 
an effective case that they have met college and university criteria for 
tenure and/or promotion. For those candidates who elect ot employ external 
review, a standard procedure should be followed. The dean's office will 
assume responsibility for obtaining the reviews in accordance with the 
procedures described below. The same questions will be asked of all 
reviewers. In general, the dean may ask reviewers to comment on (1) the 
originality and creativity displayed in the candidate's research, 
scholarship, or creative work and (2) the significance of the work and its 
impact on the field. Reviewers will be specifically instructed not to remark . 
on the promotability or tenurability of candidates. Candidates will receive a 
copy of the reviews which identifies the reviewer. [If they wish to do so, 
candidates may provide written rebuttals to the external 
reviews.(2-28-00)forwarded to the President for acceptance] 

External reviewers should be distinguished scholars in .their fields capable 
of providing an un-biased professional assessment of the quality of the 
candidate's work. 

The process for obtaining external reviews should be started at least two 
months before the campus review begins. The following process should be 
followed if external reviews are to be obtained: 

1. The candidate will give the departmental chair the names and addresses of 
five potential peer reviewers, six sets of reprints or copies of work that 
the candidate believes best represents his/her research, scholarship, or 
creative work, and six copies of a complete bibliography that clearly 
delineates the candidate's research, scholarship, or creative work. Any 
material that the candidate wishes to have returned should be so marked. 

2. The department chair will forward to the dean information provided by the 
candidate along with five additional names and addresses of potential peer 
reviewers. The department chair may wish to seek the counsel of the faculty 
in developing this list. For cause, the candidate may challenge to the dean 
the names selected by the department chair. 

3. The dean will draw by lot three reviewers from each list of names 
supplied. Individual colleges shall develop their own policies regarding 
pursuit of non-responding or late evaluators; these policies shall be applied 
consistently whenever external review is sought. If fewer than three 
responses are obtained within a reasonable time, the dean may send additional 
requests for reviews to other persons named on the original lists, in 
rotating order from both lists. 



PROPOSED REVISION 

3.176rrhe Use of External Evaluation 

The use of external peer reviews shall be required for all candidates for 
tenure hired after June 2002; the use of external peer reviews is otherwise 
optional. In deciding whether or not to seek external peer reviews, 
candidates should assess how they can best make an effective case that they 
have met college and university criteria for tenure and/or promotion. For 
those candidates who elect ot employ external review, a standard procedure 
should be followed. The dean's office will assume responsibility for 
obtaining the reviews in accordance with the procedures described below. The 
same questions will be asked of all reviewers. In general, the dean may ask 
reviewers to comment on (1) the originality and creativity displayed in the 
candidate's research, scholarship, or creative work and (2) the significance 
of the work and its impact on the field. Reviewers will be specifically 
instructed not to remark on the promotability or tenurability of candidates. 
Candidates will receive a copy of the reviews which identifies the reviewer. 
[If they wish to do so, candidates may provide written rebuttals to the 
external reviews.(2-28-00)forwarded to the President for acceptance] 

External reviewers should be distinguished scholars in their fields capable 
of providing an un-biased professional assessment of the quality of the 
candidate's work. 

The process for obtaining external reviews should be started at least two 
months before the campus review begins. The following process should be 
followed if external reviews are to be obtained: 

1. The candidate will give the departmental chair the names and addresses of 
five potential peer reviewers, six sets of reprints or copies of work that 
the candidate believes best represents his/her research, scholarship, or 
creative work, and six copies of a complete bibliography that clearly 

delineates the candidate's research, scholarship, or creative work. Any 
material that the candidate wishes to have returned should be so marked. 

2. The department chair will forward to the dean information provided by the 
candidate along with five additional names and addresses of potential peer 
reviewers. The department chair may wish to seek the counsel of the faculty 
in developing this list. For cause, the candidate may challenge to the dean 
the names selected by the department chair. 

3. The dean will draw by lot three reviewers from each list of names 
supplied. Individual colleges shall develop their own policies regarding 
pursuit of non-responding or late evaluators; these policies shall be applied 
consistently whenever external review is sought. If fewer than three 
responses are obtained within a reasonable time, the dean may send additional 
requests for reviews to other persons named on the original lists, in 
rotating order from both lists. 

• 

• 
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POLICIES and PROCEDURES MANUAL: 

4.18 / Review for Tenure or Promotion: Procedures 

Use of External Evaluation: 
The use of external peer reviews is optional. In deciding whetheror not to 
seek external peer reviews, candidates should assess how theycan best make an 
effective case that they have met college and Universitycriteria for tenure 
and/or promotion. For those candidates who electto employ external review, a 
standard procedure should be followed.The dean's office will assume 
responsibility for obtaining the reviewsin accordance with the procedures 
described below. The same questionswill be asked of all reviewers. In 
general, the dean may ask reviewersto comment on (1) the originality and 
creativity displayed in the candidate'sresearch, scholarship, or creative 
work and (2) the significance of thework and its impact on the field. 
Reviewers will be specificallyinstructed not to remark on the promotability 
or tenurability of candidates.Candidates will receive a copy of the reviews 
which identifies the reviewer.If they wish to do so, candidates may provide 
their written rebuttal tothe external reviews in the secondary dossiers. 

External reviewers should be distinguished scholars in their fieldscapable of 
providing an unbiased professional assessment of the qualityof the 
candidate's work. 

The process for obtaining external reviews should be started at leasttwo 
months before the campus review begins. The following processshould be 
followed if external reviews are to be obtained: 
1.The candidate will give the departmental chair the names and addressesof 
five potential peer reviewers, six sets of reprints or copies of workthat the 
candidate believes best represents his/her research, scholarship.or creative 
work, and six copies of a complete bibliography that clearlydelineates the 
candidate's research, scholarship, or creative work.Any material that the 
candidate wishes to have returned should be so marked. 
2.The department chair will forward to the dean information providedby the 
candidate along with five additional names and addresses of potentialpeer 
reviewers. The department chair may wish to seek the counselof the faculty in 
developing this list. For cause, the candidatemay challenge to the dean the 
names selected by the department chair. 
3.The dean will draw by lot three reviewers from each list of names 
supplied.Individual colleges shall develop their own policies regarding 
pursuitof non-responding or late evaluators; these policies shall be applied 
consistentlywhenever external review is sought. If fewer than three 
responsesare obtained within a reasonable time, the dean may send additional 
requestsfor reviews to other persons named on the original lists, in rotating 
orderfrom both lists. 
4.The dean will send to each reviewer a letter requesting a 
professionalopinion of the quality of the candidate's work following the 
guidelinesstated above, along with the material supplied by the candidate. 
5.Copies of the reviewers' comments will be returned to the departmentchair 
and the candidate immediately upon receipt by the dean. Thedepartment chair 
will add the reviews to the candidate's secondary dossier.The chair, in 
consultation with the candidate, will place in the secondarydossier a brief 
summary of the reviewers' academic credentials. Candidatesare permitted to 
place in the secondary dossier comments on or rebuttalsto the letters 
provided by reviewers. 
6. Reviews can be added to the candidate's secondary dossier up untilthe time 
that the colleQe committee beQins its deliberations on the candidate . 



PROPOSED REVISION: ...............•... 

Use of External Evaluation: 
The use of external peer reviews shall be required for all candidates 
for tenure hired after June 2002; the use of external peer reviews is 
otherwise optional. In deciding whether or not to seek external peer reviews, 
candidates should assess how theycan best make an effective case that they 
have met college and Universitycriteria for tenure and/or promotion. For 
those candidates who electto employ external review, a standard procedure 
should be followed.The dean's office will assume responsibility for obtaining 
the reviewsin accordance with the procedures described below. The same 
questionswill be asked of all reviewers. In general, the dean may ask 
reviewersto comment on (1) the originality and creativity displayed in the 
candidate'sresearch, scholarship, or creative work and (2) the significance 
of thework and its impact on the field. Reviewers will be 
specificallyinstructed not to remark on the promotability or tenurability of 
candidates.Candidates will receive a copy of the reviews which identifies the 
reviewer.If they wish to do so, candidates may provide their written rebuttal 
tothe external reviews in the secondary dossiers. 

External reviewers should be distinguished scholars in their fieldscapable of 
providing an unbiased professional assessment of the qualityof the 
candidate's work. 

The process for obtaining external reviews should be started at leasttwo 
months before the campus review begins. The following processshould be 
followed if external reviews are to be obtained: 
1.The candidate will give the departmental chair the names and addressesof 
five potential peer reviewers, six sets of reprints or copies of workthat the 
candidate believes best represents his/her research, scholarship.or creative 
work, and six copies of a complete bibliography that clearlydelineates the 
candidate's research, scholarship, or creative work.Any material that the 
candidate wishes to have returned should be so marked. 
2.The department chair will forward to the dean information providedby the 
candidate along with five additional names and addresses of potentialpeer 
reviewers. The department chair may wish to seek the counselof the faculty in 
developing this list. For cause, the candidatemay challenge to the dean the 
names selected by the department chair. 
3.The dean will draw by lot three reviewers from each list of names 
supplied.Individual colleges shall develop their own policies regarding 
pursuitof non-responding or late evaluators; these policies shall be applied 
consistentlywhenever external review is sought. If fewer than three 

responsesare obtained within a reasonable time, the dean may send additional 
requestsfor reviews to other persons named on the original lists, in rotating 
orderfrom both lists. 
4.The dean will send to each reviewer a letter requesting a 
professionalopinion of the quality of the candidate's work following the 
guidelinesstated above, along with the material supplied by the candidate. 
5.Copies of the reviewers' comments will be returned to the departmentchair 
and the candidate immediately upon receipt by the dean. Thedepartment chair 
will add the reviews to the candidate's secondary dossier.The chair, in 
consultation with the candidate, will place in the secondarydossier a brief 
summary of the reviewers' academic credentials. Candidatesare permitted to 
place in the secondary dossier comments on or rebuttalsto the letters 
provided by reviewers. 
6.Reviews can be added to the candidate's secondary dossier up untilthe time 
that the college committee begins its deliberations on the candidate. 

• 

• 
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University Curriculum Committee 

Guidelines for Certificate Programs 

DEFINITION: Certificates are awarded by departments and colleges to recognize 
accomplishment in a cluster of related courses on a topic, skill, theme, or method, as defined by 
the appropriate faculty. They serve as the student's record of coherent academic 
accomplishment. They are not degrees, concentrations, minors, or certification programs. 

POTENTIAL STUDENTS include: 

students seeking skills or knowledge in a focused area for which we have no degree, major, 
minor, or concentration. 
students who desire interdisciplinary course work to complement their degree program. 

COURSE WORK: Certificate programs typically consist of 4 to 6 undergraduate courses (12 to 
18 credit hours): Significant departures from this range will require justification in the proposal. 
No more than 1/3 of the required course work should be SIU graded. Transfer hours are usually 
not acceptable for certificate programs. 

MANAGEMENT: A certificate program may be housed in a single department, or may be 
interdepartmental, or even inter-college. In both cases, the certificate program is proposed and 
managed by faculty having an interest in the certificate program. Normally one faculty member 
serves as certificate program coordinator. 

ELIGIBILITY: Undergraduate students seeking to enroll in courses for a certificate program 
must be admitted to Wichita State University. They may be in either degree or non degree 
status. International students may enroll in certificate programs but must maintain compliance 
with their visa requirements. Students should contact the coordinator of the certificate program 
or the department chair where the certificate is offered to inform them of their interest in 
enrolling in the program. Certificate programs may have a separate admission process. 

DEGREE OVERLAP: Students may usually use certificate course work toward an eventual 
degree. Exceptions should be noted in the certificate program proposal. 

COMPLETION REQUIREMENTS: A cumulative graduate grade point average of at least 2.00 
for all courses comprising the certificate program and no grades below C. 
Each certificate program should offer a sequence of courses that allows completion of the 
program requirements in a defined amount of time. 

APPROVAL PROCESS: Proposals for new certificate programs should be processed by way of 
the curriculum routing form to the University Curriculum Committee before final approval by 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Research. The proposal shall contain: 

the title of the proposed certificate program 
program objectives 



demonstration of need 
a detailed description and rationale for the curriculum 
a plan for offering a sequence of courses that allows completion of the program requirements in a 
defined amount of time 
exceptional circumstances that favor the development of the proposed certificate program 
organization of the program, including identification of 
1. Faculty associated with the certificate program, normally those who expect to teach courses in 
the certificate program curriculum 
2. A coordinator responsible for management of the certificate program, for advising students, 
etc. 
Statements of support from chairs and deans whose programs and faculty are involved in the 
proposed certificate program. Colleges and departments may have procedures for faculty 
approval that must be respected as well. Statements from representatives of any program, 
department, or college on which the proposed certificate program will have an impact. 
An assessment plan for the program must be included. The plan should include how 
continuation and duration of the program will be determined. 
Curriculum routing sheet with the appropriate departmental, college and university signatures. 

CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL: 
Principles for assessing the academic quality of proposals: 
A demonstrated need must exist. 
Course work should offer clear educational objectives at the undergraduate level. 
Course work comprising the certificate program must be an integrated and organized sequence of 

.. 

study . -
Deans, chairs, and other administrators will address resource issues in their statement of support. 

RECOGNITION: Students completing a certificate program will receive an appropriately 
worded certificate. Notation will be made on the student's transcript when a certificate has been 
awarded. 

PROMOTION: Approved certificate programs will be listed in the Undergraduate Catalog (print 
and web versions), and Schedule of Courses . Departments may choose to promote their 
programs through other venues. 

DURATION AND REVIEW: Certificate program will exist as long as the department or college 
assessment data support a need for the program. 

QUALITY: 
The courses offered for undergraduate credit must be taught by faculty with expertise in the area 
of the certificate offering and appropriate advanced degrees. 
Students must maintain at least a 2.00 grade point in the certificate classes to qualify for the 
certificate at the end of the program. 
Certificate programs are initially approved through a process defined and monitored by the 
University Curriculum Committee and are periodically reviewed. • 



• 

• 
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54 credit hour undergraduate requirement 
Date: Mon, 23 Sep 2002 13:53:46 -0500 
From: Richard. Muma@wichita.edu 
To: lancaster@math.twsu.edu 
Cc: Mary_Lescoe-Long/Health/WSU@wichita.edu 

Please see message below. The Department of Public Health Sciences has 

questions regarding the 54 credit hour rule and how this should be 
implemented and verified. As a CHP Senator, I'm not sure if this issue 
should be discussed in the Senate (or not) ..... or forwarded to the Vice 
President's office for further clarification. Would it be worth having 
Marty Shawver address the Senate on this issue? 

This is in response to a memo department chairs received (via our Dean) 
from Marty Shawver outlining a timeline for compliance with this rule. 

Please advise. 

Thanks---Rick 

Richard D. Muma 
Chair and Associat~ Professor 
Department of Physician Assistant 
Wichita State University 
1845 Fairmount 
Wichita, KS 67260-0043 
316/978-3011 
richard.muma@wichita.edu 
----· Forwarded by Richard Muma/Health/WSU on 09/23/2002 01 :45 PM -----

Dear Rick, 

Mary 
Lescoe-Long 

09/23/2002 
01:30 PM 

cc: 
To: Richard Muma/Health/WSU@wichita.edu 

Subject: 54 credit hour undergraduate requirement 

This is in reference to initiating a discussion at Faculty Senate of the 
formating required to satisfy the 54 upper division credit hour policy at 
WSU. As discussed in executive council last week, there appears to be a 
lack of constructive guidance on the part of administration as to how 
programs that have majors which combine logically with minors outside their 
Department are to substantiate that these groupings satisfy the 54 credit 
hour rule. Do programs need written formal agreements with "minors"?. 
should minors be required rather than strongly recommended as in the past. 
Does requiring a minor mean that it must be formally incorporated into the 
major program of study? Is the intent that all major programs will have at 
least 54 credit hours of upper division coursework required within the 
major? etc. Is this discussion something you feel comfortable bringing 
before the Senate? Should we send a Departmental representative? I am open 
to whatever you think is the best approach . 

Mary 

. 



Agenda 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

September 4, 2002 

\ 

1. Task Forces identified by the ad hoc General Education Committee 

2. Cell Phone Policy 

\ 

3. Proposed Change: Requiring External Reviews for Candidates for Tenure 

You asked whether a proposal regarding external reviews would require a 2/3s vote 
. in either the Faculty Senate or the General Faculty Meeting. I've checked the Senate 
Constitution, the Senate Rules, the Handbook provision as to General Faculty Meetings, 
and my manual on parliamentary procedure - and in none do I find any requirement for 
other than a simple majority. So my advice as parliamentarian is that a simple majority 

. is sutp~ient. (By the way, a quorum for acting in the Senate is 50% plus 1. Since there are 
now~ se5~ s, a quorum is 70-) ;), 1 
4. Budget: Particular questions for the Planning and Budget committee? 

5. Academic Operations Council report 

6. (disorganized) Faculty Senate agenda 

a. Re the 4:30 adjournment: "Resolved, that it is the sense of the Senate that during 
the fall semester 2002 it will attempt an experiment in the conduct of Senate meetings in 
light of the fact that in the past several senators have found it necessary to leave meetings 

_before the usual 5 p.m. adjournment. When the presiding officer believes (a) that there 
---- is 110 business to be addressed of sufficient importance that it would require the Senate's 

\ 

remaining in session past 4:30 p.m., and (b) when also the presiding officer determines 
that there is not a substantial number of senators who desire to continue debate or to 
take action during the session then in progress, the presiding officer will him- or herself 
move to postpone all pending matters until the beginning of the following meeting. If 
this is seconded and approved by a 2/3s vote, the session will stand adjourned and the 
pending matters will be voted upon, without further discussion, as a "special order" which 
shall be the first item of business in the following meeting. If a senator moves to . open 
discussion and/or to allow amendment(s) offered to the pending items, and this is seconded, 
the motion for such purpose will need a simple majority. The Senate may, after the fall 
semester, decide whether such a procedure should be continued and/or made permanent 
by a change in Senate rules or the Senate Constitution." 

b. Re the limit of 15 minutes on outside speakers: "Resolved, that it is the sense of 
the Senate that it wishes speakers from outside the Senate membership to be limited by 
he presiding officer to 15 minutes for any day's presentation. This limit will not apply to 

ex-officio members of the Senate. Nor shall it apply if the presiding officer believes there 
is an exceptional situation that requires a longer presentation." 

c. Academic Operations Council report 
d. Update on taskforces 
e. Schedule for this semester 
f. Budget issues, questions for the Planning and Budget committee 



' 
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Secretary's Notes -- Senate Executive Committee 
Meeting of August 19, 2002 

The meeting began at 3:30 p.m. in the Senate office in Morrison 
Hall. The following were present: Kirk Lancaster, presiding; 
Elizabeth Behrman; Barbara Hodson; David McDonald; Peer Moore
Jansen; and Dwight Murphey. 

The beginning of the meeting featured an informal discussion of an 
idea Pres. Lancaster has of suspending Senate meetings at 4: 30 
p.m., holding votes on pending motions over to the beginning of the 
following meeting. Lancaster noted that some Senate members leave 
before the 5 p.m. closing time of meetings, meaning that a less
than-fully-representative body votes on the measures before the 
Senate. 

Most of the meeting was devoted to discussing, in turn, the four 
Taskforces relative to the General Education program that Lancaster 
has appointed. Moore-Jansen will chair the one of "transfer 
equivalence"; Murphey the one on the assessment of the basic skills 
courses and also of the General Education program overall; Jeri 
Carroll the one on "program identity," the intention being not to 
redefine the program as a whole, but to recommend such "tweeking" 
as the present program may call for; and Behrman the one on 

~ "graduation" (i.e., whether there should be one or more courses, 
,~ .... .h,nch as capstone courses, that would be required for a student's 

graduation). Lancaster said he would like the Taskforces to 
complete their work quickly - by the end of the fall semester. 

Lancaster said that past Senate Executive Committees have sometimes 
been loose consultative bodies, holding discussions without taking 
votes. He would like this year's committee actually to take votes 
on issues it considers. 

The meeting concluded at about 5 p.m. 

Dwight Murphey 
Senate Secretary 

' 
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