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Agenda for Faculty Senate 
25 September 2017 

3:30 - 5:00   CH 126 

Calling the Meeting to Order 

Informal Statements and Proposals 

Approval of the Minutes - Monday, September 11. 2017 

Q and A with President Bardo 

Senate President's Report 

• Service Standards update   
• Accessibility survey sent out 9/13 
• Shocker Start > MyWSU Fac/Staff (left window) 
• Association of Governing Boards of College and Universities > Report on Freedom of 

Speech on Campus 
• Revisions to the Chairs policy (2.15) are being discussed by Executive Committee 
• 8.09 Military leave policy -  authorization form 
• KBOR update (9/20) 

Committee Reports 

• Rules --- Betty Smith-Cambpell,  Chair 

Old Business 

New Business 

• Vote on Rules recommendation V.2.d (# of nominees) 
• Judy Espinoza - HR Policy updates – Summary Sheet 

o internal dispute resolution (UP/USS only) 
o Investigative leave 
o Separation policy 

• Jane Link  - EEO 
o Policy updates: Chapters 4 and 5   - Summary Sheet 

• Submit comments/suggestions to Carolyn Shaw by Oct 9 to be shared with HR.    
•   

As May Arise 

 

http://webs.wichita.edu/?u=facultysenate&p=/m91117/
https://blogs.wichita.edu/start/
https://www.agb.org/sites/default/files/u27335/report_2017_free_speech.pdf
https://www.agb.org/sites/default/files/u27335/report_2017_free_speech.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/Mil%20leave%20authorization%20form.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/rules%20recdn.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/policy%20summary.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/Internal%20Dispute%20Resolution%20Process%20v1%208-22-17.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/Investigative%20Leave(2).doc.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/Separation%20of%20Employment_9-12.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/Chapter%204%20Rev'd%20Scanned%208.28.17.pdf
http://webs.wichita.edu/depttools/depttoolsmemberfiles/facultysenate/4%20and%205%20Movement1.pdf
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A NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY

Freedom of Speech
The terms freedom of speech and freedom of expression 
are often used synonymously. The term freedom of 
speech refers to the individual right, guaranteed by the 
First Amendment of the US Constitution, to articulate 
ideas and opinions without fear of government retali-
ation, censorship, or other sanction. As defined in Article 
19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
the closely related term freedom of expression refers to 
“the right to hold opinions without interference” and 
includes “freedom to seek, receive and impart infor-
mation and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, 
either orally, in writing or in print, in the form of art, 
or through any other media.” The exercise of the right 
to both freedom of speech and freedom of expression 
carries responsibilities and may be subject to restric-
tions. As it is used in this publication, freedom of speech 
is understood to be inclusive of freedom of expression. 

President
Titles vary across institutions. In this publication, the 
term president is used generically to refer to the chief 
executive officer of a college, university, or higher 
education system.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In July 2017, the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges 
(AGB) convened a group of presidents, board members, campus general counsel, 
student affairs officers, scholars, and representatives of faculty and students to 
discuss freedom of speech on campus, an issue that has captured the interest of 
the nation and has attracted high-profile media attention. The discussion led to 
the development by AGB of a set of guidelines. Freedom of Speech on Campus: 
Guidelines for Governing Boards and Institutional Leaders explains the context of 
the issue and explores related tensions, identifies key points of consensus about the 
boundaries of freedom of speech, and provides guidelines for consideration by 
governing boards and the senior administrators who work with them.

Questions related to freedom of speech on college and university campuses are 
difficult. There is widely shared agreement among all institutional stakeholders 
as to the fundamental value of the First Amendment and its principles in support 
of free speech. Students, faculty, and administrators may express their views on 
controversial issues. And on most campuses, external speakers are likewise 
welcome to share their views on provocative issues. At the same time, some 
members of a campus community may object to speech they find offensive or 
threatening and assert their right to be free from exposure to it on a campus that 
values inclusion and civility. Governing boards need to be aware of these competing 
tensions—between individual freedom and the expectation of civility and personal 
safety—and should understand the difficult balance between restricting certain 
speech and speakers, on the one hand, and having campus buildings and grounds 
that may be open to members of the public who are unaffiliated with the institu-
tion, on the other. This balance is especially difficult to achieve at public institutions, 
where speakers may be invited by internal groups and space may be reserved by 
external groups—often without the knowledge of the administration. 

There are distinctions as well between public and private institutions. There is 
robust protection of First Amendment rights in public institutions, where the 
law requires it, while private institutions generally retain their independence to 
determine the scope of applicability of First Amendment principles and may set 
their own standards of free speech.  
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In addition, today’s students hold various views on the proper boundaries of 
freedom of speech; for example, some racial, ethnic, and religious minority and 

LGBTQ students question whether traditional principles of 
free speech address their concerns about campus civility and 
personal safety. College and university presidents have 
devoted considerable time and attention to communicating 
with students about their concerns and about the challenge 
of finding a proper balance. In addressing this challenge, it is 
essential for institutional leaders to establish and implement 
policies in support of freedom of speech that further their 
institution’s values and mission. Policies should support the 
expression of diverse views and opinions, even in those 
instances when speech may be intentionally unsettling or 

provocative, in accordance with the academic ideal of freedom of thought and 
expression and the robust exchange of ideas.  

To provide some clarity about the tensions that emerge as colleges and universities 
navigate the sometimes complex and uncertain issues related to freedom of 
speech on campus, AGB developed a set of guidelines for governing boards and 
institutional leaders: 
1. Board members should be well informed about the rights established by the 

First Amendment, and its principles, and how they apply to the campus’s 
commitment to freedom of speech.

2. Governing boards should understand and recognize the alignment between 
freedom of speech and academic freedom.

3. Governing boards should ensure that policies that clarify campus freedom of 
speech rights are reflective of institutional mission and values.  

4. Board discussion and debate should model civil and open dialogue.
5. Board members should encourage presidents to initiate communication with, 

and be available to, those students who want to be heard by institutional 
leaders about campus culture and issues related to freedom of speech.

6. Governing boards should make clear their support of presidents in the 
implementation of campus freedom of speech policies.
As with all higher education governance principles, these guidelines should be 

applied within the context of each institution’s or system’s standards and values.

It is essential for 
institutional leaders 
to establish and 
implement policies  
in support of freedom 
of speech that further  
their institution’s 
values and mission.



Association of Governing Boards   3   

INTRODUCTION

Twenty-first-century higher education exists in a volatile environment. Concerns 
about college costs, graduation rates, and student career preparation, as well as 
pervasive questions about the value of a college education are front and center 
among campus administrators and governing boards, students, parents, alumni, 
donors, and policy leaders. However, one of the most visible challenges for higher 
education’s stakeholders concerns the principles of freedom of speech that are con-
sidered core values throughout American higher education—and that are legally 
protected at public institutions by the First Amendment of the US Constitution 
and by state constitutions—but about which there are some fundamental tensions. 
While most colleges and universities have a foundational commitment to the un-
fettered pursuit of knowledge and artistic expression that recognizes the need for 
debate, discussion, and sharing of divergent ideas both inside and outside the 
classroom, the past several years have seen debate over that inherent value and 
how it plays out for students, academic leaders, faculty, and institutions themselves, 
as well as the communities in which institutions are located.   

Debate about the scope and limits of free speech in higher education is not 
new, and it is not driven solely by today’s highly charged political rhetoric. 
Indeed, debate about freedom of speech on campus has extended over many 
decades and across the political spectrum: from the Red Scares of the early twen-
tieth century and McCarthyism in the 1950s, to campus disruptions during the 
Vietnam War in the 1960s and 1970s, to the culture wars of the 1980s and 1990s. 
Nonetheless, freedom of speech has been widely protected and reinforced over 
time by higher education institutions, supported by the direction of federal and 
state jurisprudence.  

More recently, questions about freedom of speech have flared on campuses in 
sometimes surprising ways. Student protests and campuses’ handling of contro-
versial speakers have dominated news headlines. Protestors advocate for freedom 
from speech as often as for freedom to use it. State and federal policy leaders 
have begun to advocate for rules defining how colleges and universities should 
address freedom of speech issues, raising complex questions about academic 
freedom and institutional autonomy. 
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Because of the relationship between freedom of speech and the fundamental 
values of higher education, the integrity of the educational missions and the 
public reputations of colleges and universities are at stake. Governing boards, 
which bear fiduciary responsibility for higher education institutions, must have 
a clear understanding of the cultural concerns, legal and educational mission-
based responsibilities, and nuances of issues related to freedom of speech on 
campus. Other important matters—campus civility, nondiscrimination, diver-
sity, and student inclusion—are also linked to the freedom of speech debate. 
Governing boards should be focused and intentional in supporting and imple-
menting institutional policy that clearly defines what freedom of speech means 
in their institutions.

The Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges (AGB) 
recognizes that boards have a unique role in working with institutional admin-

istrators to address the question of freedom of speech: 
protecting essential rights that reflect fundamental educa-
tional values (as well as legal responsibilities in many 
instances) while respecting the concerns of students and 
others about the impact of these fundamental rights on a civil 
and inclusive campus culture.  

The AGB Board of Directors, in its Statement on Governing 
Board Accountability for Campus Climate, Inclusion, and 
Civility, commented on the essential values of freedom of 
speech and offered related recommendations and questions 
for board consideration.1 However, AGB recognizes that 
there are complex and challenging questions associated with 
this high-profile issue and that additional clarification for 
boards and institutional leaders would be helpful. Headlines 

and media coverage in recent years reinforce the importance of boards being 
informed about these issues and able to meet their responsibilities in support of 
institutional leadership, student learning, and campus safety. In the end, successfully 
addressing the issue of freedom of speech requires a commitment and the courage 
to do what is in the best interests of the institution and its students in accordance 
with its mission and values, while monitoring institutional risks involving civility, 
safety, inclusion, resources, and reputation.

Because of the 
relationship between 
freedom of speech and 
the fundamental values 
of higher education,  
the integrity of the  
educational missions  
and the public  
reputations of colleges 
and universities  
are at stake.



Appendix: MLOA Authorization Form 

ififhBf ·._:_· WICHITA STATE 
~"' UNIVERSITY 

Student 

ilitary Leave cif Absence (MLOA) 

Authorization Form 

!f you are requesting leave for military service, you must give advance written notice by completing this 

form. You must also submit a copy of military orders as soon as they are available. In the rare case 

where you are required by the military to leave immediately, a family member or other designated party 

may submit a copy of the orders and complete this form for you. The WSU Director of Veteran Student 

Services is available for consultation and guidance. 

Please check the appropriate line: 

__ Short Period of Military Duty (Up to 2 weeks) 

__ Extended Period of Military Duty (More than 2 weeks) 

__ Spouse of Service Member Called to Active Duty 

Please indicate the start and'stop dates of your military leave of absence from Wichita State University: 

My military.leave of absence will begin on (date) ___________ _ 

I plan to return to school on (date)-------------

In the space below, briefly describe the voluntary or involuntary active duty service in the U.S. armed 

forces, including active duty for training and National Guard or Reserve service, under federal authority, 

that requires you to request a MLOA from Wichita State University: 

Please complete the following information: 

Full name: 

Mailing address: 

City, State, Zip: 

myWSU ID#: 

Best phone number: 

Secondary phone number: 

Best email: 

Secondary email: . 

Current major: 



Please indicate which academic college you are enrolled in at WSU: 

__ College of Education 

__ College of Engineering 

__ Fairmount College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

__ College of Fine Arts 

__ College of Health Professions 

W. Frank Barton School of Business 

__ Honors College 

Graduate School 

__ Institute for Interdisciplinary Creativity 

Academic 
Please describe the academic plan for the duration of this MLOA. It is your responsibility as the student 

to develop this academic plan in conjunction with your instructor(s). All instructors must indicate their 

approval of the academic plan with their name and signature. 
1) For a Short Period of Military Duty (Up to 2 weeks), please list the courses that are affected, the 

name of the instructor, and the mutually agreed upon plan to make up any missed work within a 

reasonable time frame without penalty to your grade (attach a separate page, if needed). In 

addition to completing the MLOA opplicotion, it is your responsibility as the student to 
communicate in writing directly with each instructor, as far in advance as possible, so 

appropriate accommodations con be made. 
2) For an Extended Period of Military Duty (More than 2 weeks), if you are currently enrolled (or 

registered) please indicate if you will be withdrawn from the current term, or if other 

arrangements have been made (please refer to the Wichita State University Student Military 

Leave of Absence Policy for a complete list of all options). 

Please list the courses that are affected, the name of the instructor, ond the mutually agreed upon pion 
to make up any missed work within a reasonable time frame without penalty to your grade (attach a 

separate page, if needed). 

COURSE ACADEMIC PLAN INSTRUCTOR NAME AND 
SIGNATURE 



My signature below indicates that I: 

a) Am in agreement with the academic plan described above, 

b) Authorize Wichita State University to make the necessary adjustments to my registration, 

c) Will notify military@wichita.edu if I plan to return earlier than the period of time requested on 

this form, 

d) Certify that information provided on this form is true and correct, 

e) Have attached to this form a copy of my military orders indicating the date on which I must 

report to military duty, 

f) Have read the Wichita State University Student Military Leave of Absence Policy. 

g) Will deliver this signed form to the Director of Veteran Student Services 

Student Signature 

Director of Veteran Student Seivices Signature 
My signature below indicates that I: 

a) Have met with this student 

b) Have reviewed the military orders attached; 

Date 

c) Agree that this student is eligible for a MLOA in accordance with the Wichita State University 

Student Military Leave of Absence Policy. 

d) Will deliver this form to the dean of the appropriate academic college. 

Director of Veteran Student Services Signature Date 

College Dean Signature 
My signature below indicates that: 

a) I, or a member of my administrative team, have met with this student; 

b) I have reviewed the military orders attached; 

c) I am recommending approval of this Application for Military Leave of Absence; 

d) I am in agreement with the academic 'plan described above, and have verified that each 

instructor has indicated approval with their name and signature; 

e) My office will submit a copy of this completed form to the distribution list below. 

College Dean's Signature 

Dean's Office Distribution fist: 

Registrar 
Housing and Residential Life (if applicable) 
Student/Authorized Agent 
Veteran Student Services 

Date 

Financial Aid 
College Advising Office 
Course Instructors (if applicable} 



Recommendations	from	the	Rules	Committee 
 

•	 	Senate	Rule	V.2.d	relating	to	elections	states	that	no	more	than	twice	the	number	of	
nominees	per	open	position	will	be	listed	on	the	ballot	(in	other	words	if	there	are	
more	than	4	nominees	for	2	positions,	then	ONLY	the	four	with	the	most	
nominations	would	be	placed	on	the	ballot.	The	Practice	has	been	to	place	everyone	
nominated	on	the	ballot.	Do	we	want	to	change	the	policy	to	match	the	practice,	or	
conform	to	the	policy? 
 
>	 Recommendation:		Change	Senate	Rules	to	remove	this	restriction.		The	

reality	is	that	we	often	get	many	candidates	with	only	one	nomination,	so	
there	is	no	way	to	distinguish	which	nominees	should	be	placed	on	the	ballot. 
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Current 
Policy 

New Policy Revisions Applicable to: 

     
NA (NEW) 3.XX Investigative Leave 

 
Investigative Leave is determined by 
Management and the Investigator or Human 
Resources. It is typically paid, with few 
exceptions as determined by Management and 
the Investigator or Human Resources. 
Investigative Leave is used as needed, in rare 
situations. 

• New process outlined for situations in which the need arises to 
remove an employee from the workplace while facts are gathered 
during an investigation.  

• Currently, employees are placed on administrative leave for 
multiple reasons, including investigations and paid separations. 
The new process provides a clear expectation and communication 
of investigative leave. The investigation will be completed fairly and 
swiftly to provide an update to the impacted employee as quickly 
as possible. 

• Investigative Leave memo template included as a separate 
attachment to provide guidance to the leader and employee 
impacted. 

• UP 
• USS 
• Faculty 
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6.13 
Internal 
Dispute 
Resolution  
Process 

3.XX Internal Dispute Resolution Process 
 
The intent of the new policy is to provide a 
consistent process for all non-faculty 
employees who are not covered under a 
collective bargaining unit to escalate concerns 
that cannot be resolved at the department 
level. This may include disagreement with 
corrective action.  
 
Applies to all employees with the following 
exceptions: 

• Employees as covered under Policy 
#5.06 Resolution of Internal Disputes for 
Faculty 

• Employees covered by collective 
bargaining unit 

• Student, Temporary, Provisional, or 
Probationary employees 

• Employees who have separated 
employment. 

• Current policy is written for UP only – New is written for all 
employees with the following exceptions: Employees covered 
under Policy 5.06; employees covered by a collective bargaining 
unit; employees in a status of Temporary, Provisional, 
Probationary, or Contingent; or employees who have separated 
employment. 

• Current policy includes a description of the Grievance Committee 
structure and purpose. The current committee structure is 
comprised of 20 peers of the employee who has initiated a formal 
grievance. The committee changes every two years, and is utilized 
infrequently. This results in a need to train the committee on the 
process each time a grievance is initiated. The employee may feel 
uncomfortable with the grievance committee knowing of the 
incident to be grieved. The new policy includes a defined, 
consistent, unbiased grievance process for escalation of concerns 
that cannot be resolved at the department level. The review is 
completed by HR or EO, dependent upon their involvement in the 
incident under review. This allows for confidentiality of the incident 
and process, while remaining unbiased. 

• New policy is not available for employees who have separated 
employment.  

• KBOR regulation states that universities must have a defined 
formal grievance process, but does not prescribe the steps of the 
process that must be used. 

• Internal Dispute Resolution Request template included as a 
separate attachment to provide guidance to employees utilizing the 
Internal Dispute Resolution Process. 

• UP 
• USS 
 

 
 

NA (NEW) 3.XX Separation of Employment 
 
The intent of the new policy is to provide 
structure, consistency, and accountability for 
separations of employment (both voluntary and 
involuntary). 
 
 
 
 

• Current policy is provided for USS and Faculty only (7.11 Leaving 
Employment and 4.11 Terminations), and is inconsistent.  

• New policy provides guidelines for consistent separation of 
employment processes including written notice requirements and 
exit interviews.  

• Templates are included as separate attachments of the policy to 
provide guidance to document employment separations. 

• Adoption of this policy will result in archiving Policy #7.11 and 
#4.11. 

• UP 
• USS 
• Faculty 

	 	



	

 
 
3.XX Investigative	Leave 

 
PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this policy is to provide guidance for situations that require removing an 
employee from the workplace while conducting internal fact-finding investigations of alleged 
behaviors and/or actions that may violate Wichita State University (“University”) policy, 
rules and/or employment expectations. The processes involving allegations of sexual 
misconduct, sexual harassment, relationship violence, stalking, and/or discrimination are 
addressed in separate policies. 

SCOPE: 
This policy applies to all University employees except those who are covered by a collective 
bargaining agreement. 

POLICY STATEMENT: 
The University strives to provide a professional work and learning environment free from 
behaviors and/or actions that violate University policy, rules and/or employment 
expectations.   

DEFINITIONS: 
 
Investigative Leave:  A mandated leave that removes an employee from the University 
pending the outcome of an internal investigation of alleged behaviors and/or actions that may 
violate University policy, rules and/or employment expectations. The length of Investigative 
Leave will be determined on a case-by-case basis.  
	
Management:  For purposes of this policy, Management are individuals who have 
employees reporting directly to them.   
 
Investigator:  For purposes of this policy, Investigator is the individual(s) conducting the 
internal investigation. 
 
PROCEDURE: 

1. Management or Investigator consults with HR regarding the potential need for 
Investigative Leave prior to implementation, if at all possible, unless it is not feasible 
due to the nature of the incidents.   
 



	

2. Management or Investigator communicates the decision to the employee upon 
placement on Investigative Leave using the Investigative Leave Memo. 

 
3. Management or Investigator collects the employee's WSU ID, keys, and other 

University property or information as deemed appropriate. 
 

4. Management, Investigator, or HR notifies appropriate departments to disable access 
including, but not limited to, computer, network, and badge/door access.  

 
5. Appropriate employee(s) are engaged to conduct an internal investigation.   

 
6. Based upon the investigative findings, Management, Investigator, and/or HR  

determine any action to be implemented and obtain appropriate levels of approval.  
 

7. Management, Investigator, and/or HR prepares documentation to provide to the 
employee with details of the determined action, using Coaching and Corrective Action 
forms if applicable. 
 

8. Management, Investigator, and/or HR meets with the employee to communicate the 
investigative findings and determined actions.   The communication is delivered prior 
to an employee returning to work from Investigative Leave. 

 
9. Mangagement ensures timekeeping rules are applied accurately. Investigative Leave 

may be paid with benefits, except in rare circumstances identified by Management, the 
Investigator, and/or HR. Management coordinates with HR to make any adjustments to 
timekeeping and compensation as appropriate. 

 
10. Responsibilities  

a.    Management, Investigator, and HR 
(1) Knowledgeable of the policy and procedures.  
(2) Conducts all investigations promptly, thoroughly, and impartially without 

bias. 
(3) Maintains confidentiality regarding internal investigations. 

 
b. Employee: 

(1) Cooperates with internal investigation by sharing knowledge, information, 
evidence, and documentation.   

(2) Maintains confidentiality regarding the investigation when informed that it 
is required.  

(3) Complies with the conditions of the implemented Investigative Leave 
Memo. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A:  Investigative Leave Memo 
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3.XX / Internal Dispute Resolution Process  

PURPOSE: 

Situations may occur where an employee believes that the fair and consistent application of a 
Wichita State University (“University) policy affecting the employee has not been followed. 
In most cases, the University expects that the employee will be able to satisfactorily address 
such concerns within the work area through an informal process. If the situation cannot be 
resolved through an informal process, the University wishes to provide employees an 
alternative internal process. All decisions made regarding the Internal Dispute Resolution 
Process should be unbiased, non-retaliatory, and non-discriminatory.  

SCOPE: 

This policy applies to all University employees with the following exceptions: 

• Faculty employees, as defined in Policy #5.06 Resolution for Internal Disputes for 
Faculty. 

• University Support Staff (USS) who are covered by a collective bargaining agreement. 
• Employees who are in a status of Student, Temporary, Provisional, or Probationary. 
• Employees who have separated employment with the University. 

POLICY STATEMENT: 

The University provides a formal process to address situations that arise which are not able to 
be resolved in the course of routine communication. Employees are encouraged to attempt 
resolution of work-related concerns directly with Management prior to use of the formal 
Internal Dispute Resolution Process. The processes for incidents involving sexual 
misconduct, sexual harassment, relationship violence, stalking, and/or discrimination are 
addressed in separate University policies. The Internal Dispute Resolution Process is not to 
be used to prevent, limit or delay appropriate corrective action. 

DEFINITIONS: 

Management: For purposes of this policy, Management is the individual to whom the 
employee initiating the Dispute Resolution reports.  

Senior Management: For purposes of this policy, Senior Management is an individual at 
the University who has direct reports, is in a position at the director level or above who is 
not in the chain of command of the employee initiating the Dispute Resolution, and is 
involved in the Internal Dispute Resolution Process. 
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Dispute: A claim that the University has applied a policy or process to an employee 
unfairly or inconsistently.	A Dispute Resolution is a timely and written complaint filed by 
an employee related to a concern regarding the fair and consistent application of a 
University policy. Examples of situations excluded from this process are complaints 
concerning wages, performance evaluations, and separations of employment.  

Dispute Resolution Request: Document used to describe a Dispute. 

ROCEDURE: 

The University’s Internal Dispute Resolution Process consists of three steps:  

Step I: Review 
Step II: Appeal 
Step III: Final Review 

Each step of the process is structured to minimize any potential bias. It will result in participation 
of individuals who may be in a different chain of command than the employee. It will also result 
in participation by Human Resources (HR) or Equal Opportunity (EO), dependent upon the 
situation.  

Employees are required to follow the time limits in the process set forth below to ensure enough 
time is provided to review information and respond to the Dispute Resolution in a timely 
manner:  
 
• Step I: Review – The Review must be dated and filed within ten (10) University business 

days from the latest documented attempt at resolution, not to exceed twenty (20) University 
business days from the date of the original event leading up to the Dispute Resolution.   

• Step II: Appeal – The Appeal must be dated and filed within ten (10) University business 
days of the date of the written response of Step I: Review. 

• Step III: Final Review – The Final Review must be dated and filed within ten (10) 
University business days of the date of the written response of Step II: Appeal. 

Step I: Review 

1. The employee notifies HR of the dispute and requests to utilize the Internal Dispute 
Resolution Process. HR discusses the request with the employee. HR determines if the 
situation meets the criteria of a Dispute Resolution, or advises the employee of an 
alternative course of action, such as informal conflict resolution.  
 

2. If it is determined that the Internal Dispute Resolution Process will be utilized, the 
employee completes the Dispute Resolution Request and submits it to HR.  The Dispute 
Resolution Request must be dated and filed within ten (10) University business days from 
the latest documented attempt at resolution, not to exceed twenty (20) University 
business days from the date of the original event leading up to the Dispute Resolution.  
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3. Upon receipt of a Dispute Resolution, HR or EO will inform Management of the Dispute 
Resolution.  

   
4.   Senior Management will review the submitted documentation, and may schedule a 

meeting with the employee.  

5.   Senior Management will provide a decision via written response to the employee, HR or 
EO, and Management, not to exceed twenty (20) University calendar days of the date of 
the Dispute Resolution. 

Step II: Appeal 

1.  If the employee is unsatisfied with the response from Step I: Review, the employee can 
proceed to Step II: Appeal by submitting a Dispute Resolution Request to HR or EO. The 
Dispute Resolution Request must be filed within ten (10) University business days from 
the date of the decision from Step I: Review. 

2.  HR or EO will review the submitted documentation, and may schedule a meeting with 
the employee.  

3. HR or EO will provide a decision via written response to the employee, Senior 
Management, and Management, not to exceed twenty (20) University business days of 
the date of the Dispute Resolution in Step II: Appeal.  

Step III: Final Review 

1. If the employee is unsatisfied with the response from Step II: Appeal, the employee can 
proceed to Step III: Final Review by submitting a Dispute Resolution Request to HR or 
EO. The Dispute Resolution Request must be filed within ten (10) University business 
days from the date of the decision form Step II: Appeal. 
 

2. Upon receipt of the Dispute Resolution request in Step III, HR or EO will inform the 
University President, or the President’s designee, of the Dispute Resolution. 
 

3. The University President, or the President’s designee, will review the submitted 
documentation, and may schedule a meeting with the employee. 
 

4. The University President, or the President’s designee, will provide a decision via written 
response to the employee, Senior Management, HR or EO, and Management, not to 
exceed twenty (20) University business days of the date of the Dispute Resolution 
Request Form received in Step III: Final Review.  
 

5. The decision of Step III: Final Review is final and binding. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
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Attachment A – Dispute Resolution Request  

 

 

Revision Date:  
June 17, 1999   
February 12, 2004  
April 4, 2017 

 

	



	

 
3.XX Separation of Employment 

 
PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this policy is to provide structure, consistency, and accountability for 
Voluntary and Involuntary separations of employment. 

SCOPE: 
This policy applies to all Wichita State University (“University”) employees. 

POLICY STATEMENT: 
Employment with the University is on an “At-Will” basis.  This means that either the 
Employee or the University may end the employment relationship at any time for any lawful 
reason, with or without notice or cause. 

DEFINITIONS: 
At-Will Employment:  An employment relationship that allows either party (Employee or 
University) to end employment, with or without cause or notice, at any time for any lawful 
reason. 
 
Employee:  An individual who, when hired, provides services on a regular basis in exchange 
for compensation, receives a W-2, and who does not provide these services as a part of an 
independent business.  This includes temporary and part-time employees. 
 
Investigative Leave:  A mandated leave that removes an employee from the University 
pending the outcome of an internal investigation of alleged behaviors and/or actions that may 
violate University policy, rules and/or employment expectations.  
 
Involuntary Separation: Separation initiated by Management to end the employment 
relationship with an Employee.  
 
Management:  For purposes of this policy, Management are individuals who have 
employees reporting directly to them.  
 
Senior Management: For purposes of this policy, Senior Management are individuals at a 
Director level or above, in the chain of command of the employee separating from the 
University. 
 
Voluntary Separation: Employee makes a decision to end the employment relationship with 
the University, or when an Employee is absent from work for three (3) consecutive workdays 
and fails to contact Management.  



	

 
PROCEDURE: 

1. Voluntary Separation 
a. Employees, not serving in a Management role, are required to provide a two (2) 

week written notice of resignation. Employees, serving in a Management role, 
are required to provide a four (4) week written notice of resignation.  Those not 
providing a two (2) or four (4) week written notice, respectively, are considered 
a Voluntary Separation – Quit Without Notice.  
 

b. The written notice includes the specific reason for separation and the last 
available day to work. 

 
c. Management accepts the notice, ensures the Employee understands employment 

expectations during the notice period, provides eligibility of rehire status, and 
processes the Employee separation. 

 
d. The notice period is expected to be a working notice.  Failure to work the entire 

notice period is considered Voluntary Separation – Quit Without Notice. 
 

e. Employees may use accrued leave during the notice period with Management 
approval. 

 
f. Time off may not be used to extend the separation date. 

 
g. Management reviews the Separation documentation with the Employee.  

(Attachment A – Voluntary Separation Form) 
 

h. Management sends the original written notice of resignation to Human 
Resources which is retained in the official personnel file. 

 
2. Involuntary Separation 

a. Involuntary Separation may occur at any time and may result from a first time 
action or violation, or as a result of ongoing coaching or corrective action.  
 

b. If the situation warrants investigation, the Employee may be placed on 
Investigative Leave. 
 

c. Management makes the determination to end the employment relationship in 
consultation with Human Resources.  Human Resources reviews all 
documentation and records pertaining to the situation.   
 

d. All Involuntary Separations are reviewed and approved by respective Senior 
Management. 
 



	

e. Management is responsible for preparing and/or reviewing the Separation 
documentation with Human Resources prior to meeting with the Employee.  
(Attachment B – Involuntary Separation Form) 
 

f. Management schedules time to meet with the Employee to present and review 
the Separation document. 
 

g. Management makes arrangements with the Employee to retrieve any personal 
property at a time that is least disruptive to the department. 
 

3. Exit Process and Responsibilities: 
a. Employee: 

i. Complete and discuss Separation Form with management 
ii. Coordinate with Management to collect personal property and return 

University property 
iii. Report time worked accurately using the University timekeeping system 
iv. Is knowledgeable of the policy and procedures 

b. Management: 
i. Complete and discuss Separation Form with the employee 

ii. Collect and return the employee's University property appropriately. 
This includes, but is not limited to, the Employee’s University ID, keys, 
and technology  

iii. Ensure timekeeping rules are applied accurately 
iv. Complete the appropriate paperwork for Separations and submit to 

Human Resources. This also provides notification to ITS to disable 
network and/or system access as it relates to employment. 

v. Send file and original documents to Human Resources within five days 
vi. Maintain confidentiality regarding separation 

vii. Is knowledgeable of the policy and procedures 
viii. Is responsive to unemployment claims 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment A:  Voluntary Separation Form 
Attachment B:  Involuntary Separation Form 
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CHAPTER 4 / FACULTY APPOINTMENT, TENURE, PROMOTION 
and RESIGNATION   

  MOVEMENT/NOTES 

4.01 / Appointment Notice  Remains 4.01 combines 4.01- 4.07 
4.02 / Term of Appointment  Content moves to 4.01 
4.03 / Faculty Ranks and Titles Content moves to 4.01  -  revisions 
4.04 / Types of Appointments  Content moves to 4.01 -  minor revisions 
4.05 / Special Conditions for Appointment  Content moves to 4.01  -  minor revisions 
4.06 / Joint Faculty Appointments  Content moves to 4.01 
4.07 / Standards for Non-Reappointment  Content moves to 4.01 
4.08 / Recruitment  Rescind – not necessary 
4.09 / Vacated (See Section 3.16) Previously vacated  
4.10 / Interpretative Statements on Tenure  Content moves to 4.14 
4.11 / Terminations Rescind. Addressed in 2.10 Program Discontinuance 
4.12 / Non-Tenurable Positions Rescind 
4.13 / Tenure Policy Moves to 4.12 
4.14 / Probationary Period Moves to 4.13 
4.15 / Tenure and Promotion - Guidelines and Criteria  Moves to 4.14.  Revisions include adding content from 5.13 as 

Appendix A.  
4.16 / Tenure, Promotion, Professor Incentive Review and Post-Tenure Review 
Calendar  

Moves to 4.15 

4.17 / Tenure and Promotion - Outline of Process Review  Moves to 4.16 
4.18 / Review for Tenure and Promotion: Procedures  Moves to 4.17– minor revisions 
4.19 / Tenure and Promotion Committee  Moves to 4.18  
4.20 / Cover Sheet for Tenure and Promotion Dossiers  Content moves to 4.17 
4.21/ Procedures for Departing Faculty  Moves to 4.25 - minor revisions 
4.22 / Faculty Evaluation Moves to 4.26 - revisions 
4.23 / Dismissal For Cause  Moves to 4.27.  Change in title recommended – Performance 

Related Dismissal. Under review by Faculty Senate Rules 
Committee 

4.24 / Financial Exigency  Moves to 4.28  
CHAPTER 5 / FACULTY BENEFITS and RESPONSIBILITIES  
5.01 / Retirement  Previously vacated 
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5.02 / Vacated Previously vacated 
5.03 / Check Spread (See Salary Spread at Section 3.45 Previously vacated 
5.04 / Substance Abuse Moves to 4.24 
5.05 / Faculty Sabbatical Leave  Moves to 4.03 
5.06 / Resolution of Internal Disputes for Faculty Moves to 4.04 
5.07 / Professional Development  Moves to 4.05 
5.08 / Statements on the Professional Rights and Responsibilities of Faculty  Moves to 4.06 
5.09 / Consultant Services to Other State Agencies  Moves to 4.07 
5.10 / Commencement Policy  Moves to 4.08 
5.11 / Faculty Personnel Records  Moves to 4.09 
5.12 / Graduate Faculty Membership  Moves to 4.10. Revisions under development by Graduate School 
5.13 / Full Professor Incentive Review Program  Content moves to 4.14 Appendix A. 
5.14 / Post-Tenure Review for Faculty  Moves to 4.11 
5.15 / Eligibility of Adjunct Faculty for Employer-Provided Health Insurance  Moves to 4.02 

Chapter 4 / Faculty - New Table of Contents 
4.01 / Faculty Appointments 

4.02 / Eligibility of Adjunct Faculty for Employer-Provided Health   
Insurance 

4.03 / Faculty Sabbatical Leave  

4.04 / Resolution of Internal Disputes for Faculty 

4.05 / Professional Development  

4.06 / Statements on the Professional Rights and Responsibilities of Faculty 

4.07 / Consultant Services to Other State Agencies  

4.08 / Commencement Policy 

4.09 / Faculty Personnel Records 

4.10 / Graduate Faculty Membership 

4.11 / Post-Tenure Review for Faculty 

4.12 / Tenure Policy  

4.13 / Probationary Period  

4.14 / Tenure and Promotion - Guidelines and Criteria 

4.15 / Tenure, Promotion, Professor Incentive Review and Post-Tenure 
Review Calendar   

4.16 / Tenure and Promotion - Outline of Process Review 

4.17 / Review for Tenure and Promotion: Procedures  

4.18 / Tenure and Promotion Committee 

4.19 / Promotion for Non-Tenurable Faculty: Guidelines and Criteria  

4.20 / Promotion for Non-Tenurable Faculty: Outline of Process Review 

4.21 / Review for Non-Tenurable Faculty Promotion: Procedures 

4.22 / PIR for Non-Tenurable Faculty 

4.23 / Non-Tenurable Faculty Promotion Committee 

4.24 / Substance Abuse  

4.25/ Procedures for Departing Faculty 

4.26 / Faculty Evaluation  

4.27 / Performance Related Dismissal  
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4.28 / Financial Exigency  

          





















































































































































Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes 
  
Monday September 25, 2017 

3:30 - 5:00   CH 126 

Senators Present:  Ahmed,  Anderson, Babnich, Bailey, Barut, Bolin, Bryant, Bukonda, Castro, Celestin, 
Close, Decker, Dehner, Dowling, Elder, English, He, Jameson, Jarman, Johnson,Keene Woods, 
Mahapatro, Markova, Muthiachareon, Moore-Jansen, Myose, Price, Pulaski, Rife, Rokosz, Ross, Shaw, 
Schwartz, Smith-Campbell, Sternfeld-Dunn, Weheba, Willis, Yildirim 

Members Absent:   Asaduzzaman, Brown, Hull, Jeffres, Taher,Tamtam 

Members Excused:  Cramer, Dusenbury, Kreinath 

 
Summary of Action 
• Voted and approved recommendation from rules committee to change rules regarding the 
number of candidates on a ballot during senate elections. 
• Voted and approved nominations for Planning and Budget and Scholarship Committees. 

I.  Call to Order President Shaw called the meeting to order at 3:30 

 
Informal Statements and Proposals 
Dean Livesay addressed the senate to remind members that voting was still open regarding the change 
to Graduate Faculty Bylaws. 

II. Approval of the Minutes - The minutes from Monday, September 11. 2017 
were approved after correcting the attendance to show that Senators Jarman, Bolin and Bryant were 
present at the September 11 meeting. 

III. President Bardo answered previously-submitted questions for the senate. 
 
Bardo made some opening statements – Reported that at the recent KBOR meeting Moody’s head of 
higher education spoke about bond rates for universities. The representative was complementary of 
WSU.  Bardo relayed that the Moody’s representative had looked at WSU’s list of badges online and was 
impressed that she then received an e-mail from WSU to see if she was interested in a badge.  Her 
comments reflected that higher education has entered a new phase.  It was thought that state funding for 
public universities nationally isn’t going to improve.  Tuition increases are going to continue but will likely 
be smaller in size.    Raised the question of how do you develop and maintain competitive salaries and 
infrastructure in a world where traditional funding isn’t going to improve?  The Moody’s rep. was bearish 
on higher ed. in the short term, but bullish in the long term because of the innovative nature of university 
personnel which will help to figure out how to stay in the black in this climate.   

Bardo stated that currently we don’t know our enrollment numbers yet, but we are up a fair 
amount.  Largest freshman class in WSU history.   WSU lost some in the area of international enrollment, 
and this hurts because they are the highest paying students.  As a result, expect a flat budget due to 
increased enrollment but decrease in higher-tuition international students.   Badges are received well and 
we have stationed people from the admissions office in Dallas and K.C. to help with enrolment along I-35 

http://webs.wichita.edu/?u=facultysenate&p=/m91117/


corridor.  We have a billboard just off of SMU campus.  Retention is still our big challenge.   Salaries – 
“I’m committed to trying to move our salary structure up.”  We will have to reallocate funds (or grow 
enrollment really fast).  80% of budget is in academic affairs and infrastructure.  We will continue to look 
at areas to reallocate g.u. money to create a salary pool to increase salaries.  This is my top 
issue.  Infrastructure investments are going to be shared or partnered with private partners.  A lot of 
infrastructure on innovation campus is available for faculty, but is being underutilized.   We will continue to 
make investments, but in the new world, most of that will be made by private entities.  

SGA- doing much better and focusing on needs of students.   We can expect to continue to see some 
political contention. 

YMCA- We are now working on our part of it - wellness center.  In spring we will put together a group that 
includes students to see how this will look in the future.   Another outside group is interested in getting 
involved and this will be for extended health coverage. 

Buildings on innovation campus – These are mainly partnerships with private groups.  Engineering dean’s 
office will move over to innovation campus building.   Super structure for restaurant is going up.   Law 
enforcement training facility will be finished around winter break.   A crash test training facility for NIAR 
will also be built there using contract funds.  

Flats – price will go up on the flats.  We are honoring previous price for Fairmount.   Looking to see if 
there is a need to add on to flats with smaller, lower cost units.   

Centers and institutes – in future will focus on those needed by third parties that are willing to pay for 
them.  If current centers cost money and don’t generate funds, we are going to look closely at them.  

Q:  Will there be a bid for the third party about expanded health coverage?  A- we have a standing call for 
bids so other entities should know about it.  

Q:  where do you see self-funded programs like accelerated nursing in the future?   A- anytime a 
university can create a program that funds itself this says there is demand and they should be 
supported.   A real challenge will be to make sure we are covering the market demand.  

Q:  Fairmount towers – has five more years of debt.  Now that money is redirected to flats how will this be 
handled?  A:  It was a general obligation loan and the trustees have worked with us to move money to 
cover those obligations.  Fairmount will be torn down.  We know that the denser we can make students, 
the more they know about what is going on around campus and their experience improves.  Fairmount 
was built during Vietnam and hasn’t aged well.   That is a big part of why we are taking it down, too 
expensive to upkeep.  It will become a parking lot.  Q is the low cost option going to be available next 
spring?  A- Yes.  

Q:  Regarding dorms – did the university overbook rooms?  A-  yes we overbooked shocker hall.  We 
haven’t grown in residential students for a while so we were overbuilt.  We think next year we won’t have 
to pair up students with more than one roommate, like this year.  This is something that happens from 
time to time.   It may happen again.  Comment – our student experienced this and it was not 
communicated well.  Comment-parents are probably upset about this.  

Q:  Concerned about computer infrastructure and classroom support on this side of campus.  A:  we are 
not using our bonding capacity for traditional campus.   Some of the older buildings need to be pushed 
forward.  HVAC etc. in older buildings will take some bonding.  Trying to get enrollment up enough to 
allow us bonding opportunities  for focusing on older part of campus.  Comment from Muma- you can 
reach out to MRC.  Also classrooms are on a rotating basis for improvements.  



 
IV. Senate President's Report 
• Service Standards update - we are consolidating results and putting together a proposal for the 
executive committee.  
• Accessibility survey sent out 9/13 – still available if you want to contribute to this. 
• Shocker Start > MyWSU Fac/Staff (left window) – Useful resource online.  Linked to senate web page. 
• Association of Governing Boards of College and Universities > Report on Freedom of Speech on 
Campus – You are welcome to share with your faculty. 
• Revisions to the Chairs policy (2.15) are being discussed by Executive Committee- continuing 
revisions.  E.C. is currently looking at it and then will send to Faculty Affairs committee.  
• 8.09 Military leave policy - authorization form - this is the form students use to coordinate with faculty 
when on military leave.   
• KBOR update (9/20) – Met with faculty senate presidents.   KBOR is putting all programs on a 120 hour 
path.   Chairs and deans received an alert about it this week.  The timeline is 120 credits for next 
academic year.   Changes will require a curriculum change form by end of October for non-problematic 
cases.  Request for exceptions should be submitted by end of semester.  The goal is to move students to 
degree completion quicker.    “Math Pathway” – do degree programs need to have more latitude with 
respect to what math is minimally required?  Open Source textbook initiative – a student will pay $10 fee 
and 9 of 10 will come back to the unit. 
 
V. Committee Reports 
• Rules --- Betty Smith-Campbell,  Chair 
Gina Riggs nominated for Scholarship Committee 
Peere Moore Jensen for Planning and Budget Committee 
Both voted on and approved unanimously. 
Still need to fill two vacant senate seats Natural sciences and social sciences. 
• Janice Ewing – faculty rep on time keeping committee.  They are putting together specs for new 
timekeeping software from vendors. 
• Committee Report – advancement for non-tenurable faculty. 
• Are circulating draft for input and will hold town hall meetings in each college with a committee member. 
Hope to bring for senate vote in November. 

VI. Old Business 
VII. New Business 
• Vote on Rules recommendation V.2.d (# of nominees) rules committee recommends to change rules for 
number of nominees to be put on a ballot.   Voted on and approved unanimously. 
• Judy Espinoza - HR Policy updates – Summary Sheet 
o internal dispute resolution (UP/USS only) – doesn’t affect faculty 
o Investigative leave –  new procedure 
o Separation policy -  also new policy. 
Judy Espinoza’s Comments: 
You will see a lot of policy and policy revisions coming from HR.  These are policies that need to be 
updated to reflect how we operate today.  We will continue to share with you and allow input before 
policies are finalized.   You may see policies that don’t affect faculty but we want you to see these so you 
know what is going on with all constituents.   The process will be -prioritization, then grouping of policies 
to facilitate training, followed by sharing initial draft with HR input team and then sharing with EEO.  After 
this the documents will go to presidents of senates.   Senate president will decide what needs to be 
shared with broader senate members.   Will leave it up to senate president on how they want to 
consolidate the feedback.   
Corrective actions and Social media policy are currently being reviewed by executive committee. 
Comment from Shaw - my intention is to provide agenda with links ahead of time.  A three week window 
will be provided to review and feedback will be sent back to me and then forwarded. 
Separation policy – puts a process in place.   Comments – the new policy doesn’t give a process such as 
due process and also contradicts our current policy.  
Concerns were raised about consistency in policy between faculty and other U. employments.  Situations 
vary greatly and policies should be specific for type of employee. 



Separation of employment policy – comment from floor - it reads like internal document for HR.  
Jane Link - EEO 
Policy updates: Chapters 4 and 5   - At Final revisions on these chapters that deal with faculty 
senate.   Two chapters combined into single chapter.   Jane Link and Shaw worked together on 
revisions.   There were few substantive changes.  Items have moved but are still present in the 
document.   J.L – please take a look at the document and send comments and input to J.L. and 
Shaw.  Then will go to general counsel and provost and finally to PET.  After that they will be posted. 
These documents will not be approved by senate but we will consider input from faculty senate and the 
senate can endorse when appropriate. 
Q:  this doesn’t have to be voted on by the faculty?  In past the faculty senate has worked on these 
policies shouldn’t we have more than just input?  When do we have a role in this procedure?  Answer 
from Shaw:  We can vote to endorse or not.  We can raise our concerns. 
Q:  Do we have shared governance?  A:  We have input and it can be acted on.   
J. Espinoza. – I don’t want this to be contentious.  If you have issues, we can talk about it.  They will not 
be voted on but input will be taken.  We will address all valid concerns.  We don’t vote on policy. 
Desire was expressed on the floor to have first and second readings and votes on the proposed policy 
changes. 
Post meeting addition:  Clarification was provided by Shaw regarding the senate’s role and process in 
reviewing HR policy changes.  It is included below. 
1. HR will share the policy with our Executive Committee who will offer preliminary thoughts and 
feedback.  If no major concerns are raised, the items will be put on the Senate agenda with links to the 
full documents available before our scheduled meeting. 
2. HR will present the changes to the Senate and be available to answer questions and take feedback. 
3. Senators will have two more weeks to review the documents and seek constituent feedback if 
appropriate.  Concerns should be provided in writing to the Senate President.  These will be shared with 
the Executive Committee. 
4. At the next Senate meeting, if there have been substantive concerns raised, time will be allocated for 
discussion.  Judy Espinoza will try to be present for these discussions.  Following discussions, we will 
have a vote of endorsement on these policies.  All written feedback, a summary of the discussion, and the 
vote will be provided to HR to consider as they finalize their revisions. 
5. I have asked Judy to communicate to the Senate regarding any final modifications that are made. 
 
• Submit comments/suggestions to Carolyn Shaw by Oct 9 to be shared with HR.   

As May Arise 
Adjourned 5:07 
Doug English, secretary 
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