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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE 

AGENDA 

Meeting Notice: September 28, 1981, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m . 

Order of Business: 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. Approval of the Minutes for the meeting of September 14, 
1981, (Vol. XVIII, No. 2). 

IV. Old Business: 

Recommendation on Status of the Student Member 
of the Tenure, Promotion and Academic Freedom 
Committee--Dr. Gary Greenberg, Chair, Ad Hoc 
Committee on University Tenure and Promotion 
Procedu~es (Attachment A, Agenda 9/14/81) 

Recommendation for Parking Structure--
Mr. John McGuire, Chair, Traffic Policy 
Committee (Attachment B, Agenda 5/11/81) 

V. Adjournment 

Proposed Tenure and Promotion Review Process-
Dr. Gary Greenberg , Chair, Ad Hoc Committee 
on University Tenure and Promotion Procedures 

(Attachment A, Agenda 9/14/81) 
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May 4, 1981 

To: Roger Kasten 

From: C. W. Daniels, Chairman, UTPC 

Subject: Recommendation for Parking Structure 

_})D eu rn ~ n T 3 
ATTACHMENT B 
TO AGENDA 5/11/81 

In an endeavor to further relieve the serious problem of parking 
on campus, the Traffic Policy Committee recommends that the University 
take immediate steps to construct a parking structure near the C.A.C. 

The facility to be similar to 575 space structures proposed by the 
McCarthy Parking Structure Company. 

The Committee further recommends that the On Campus Revenue Bond 
issue, targeted to expire in June 1983, be extended immediately to provide 
funding for the project. 

On behalf of the University Traffic Policy Committee, I move the 
Senate's approval of the recommendation above • 
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UNIVERSITY SENATE 

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Minutes of the meeting of September 28, 1981, (Vol. XVIII, No. 3). 

Members Present: Adkins, Alexander, Bennett, Breazeale, Brewer, Brinkman, 
Carmody, Chaffee, Childs, Cornelius, Davis, Devun, Dreifort, Duell, Dunlap, 
Farnsworth, Ford, Graham, Greenberg, Isakson, Lee, Malzahn, Masters, Mathis, 
McFarland, McKinney, Milbrandt, Millett, ~inor, Myers, Nelson, Pfannestiel, 
Potucek, Rodgers, Rozzelle, Scriven, Scudder, Sharp, Soles, Terrell, 
Thomann, Throcl9norton,' Tilford, Wilhelm, Wineke, Zablotney, Zoller. 
Members Absent: Aagaard, Ahlberg, Bahr, Bardo, Buterbaugh, Lowe, May, 
Rhatigan, Williams. 
Guests: M. McCabe, D. Hickey, R. Raine, G. deVbre, L. Thomison, J. Hunt, 
L. Henderson, M. Farrington, L. Haynes, J. Leis, M. Masters, B. McCormick, 
G. Loper, J. McGuire, P. Aarsvold, N. Stocking, S. Mears, D. Hindman, 
A. Daniels, H. Wilkerson, J. Abbinett, P. Rawls, J. Casey, S. Bergh,. 
K. Thomas, J. Thomas, J. Clark, K. Blakely, L. Schoeff, E. Alder, 
J. Hutton, R. Hinkel, N. Cook, A. Crocker, s. Rodenberg. 

President Thomann called the meeting to order at 3:32 p.m . 

There were no informal proposals and statements . 

The minutes of .the September 14, 1981 meeting of the Senate (Vol. XVIII, 
No . 2) were approved as distributed. 

President Thomann introduced the first item of old business--a motion to 
endorse the recommendation that the status of the student member of the 
University tenure and promotion committee be changed to non-voting. 

President Thomann reminded the Senate that visitor participation in Senate 
debate is allowed at the discretion of the President. He asked that com
ments from the gallery be limited to two to three minutes per speaker so 
that all who wished to participate might do so. 

Senator McKinney raised a point of order. Citing the Senate minutes of 
April 27, 1981, he argued that Senate President Kasten's charge to the 
Ad Hoc Committee currently reporting was to recommend procedural changes 
only. He asked the Chair to rule the motion to endorse the recommendation 
on th~ status of the student member of the University Tenure, Promotion 
and Academic Freedom Gommd.ttee· out o.f order. 

Senator Greenberg, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee responded that Senate 
minutes of May 11, 1981, record a r ecommendation by Dr. Webb, Chairman of 
the University Tenure Promotion and Academic Freedom· Commi.ttee that the 
committee for the revision of the Faculty Handbook review the status of 
the student member on TPAF. It was pointed out that President Kasten 
responded at that time t hat an ad hoc committee reviewing tenure and 
promotion procedures would deal with the student issue . . On the basis of 
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these actions Senator Greenberg argued that his committee's action was 
proper. 

President Thomann declined to rule the motion out of order. 

Senator McKinney appealed the decision of the Chair. 

Senator Masters seconded the motion. 

Senator McKinney argued that the Senate minutes clearly indicate that 
the charge coming -from the Senate Agenda Connnittee calls for procedural 
clarifications only. 

The Parlimentarian ruled that the appeal of the decision of the Chair is 
not debatable. 

The appeal failed. 

Senator McKinney moved to table the motion. 

Senator Dunlap seconded the motion. 

The motion failed. 

Senator Mathis noted that two .separate issues have been addressed by the 
Ad Hoc Committee. They are (1) the clarification of university tenure 
and promotion procedures and (2) a r .ecommendation on student representa- . 
tion on TPAF which would affect the Se.nate Rules. The student membership 
question is not part of the motion to a dopt revised tenure and promotion 
procedures. 

Senator McKinney pointed out that SGA and the student body are genuinely 
concerned about the quality of education at Wichita State and want a voice 
in the governing , proce.ss. Making the student position on TPAF a non-voting 
one is de.facto rejection of that input. All committees dealing with student 
issues--the Court .of .Student Academic Appeals and Traffic Court, for example-
are dominated by faculty. If student representation is inappropriate on 
TPAF then faculty repres entation may be inappropriat~ on committees dealing 
with student concerns, ~ · 

Further, qualified student members for WSU policy-making committees are 
available. Students who apply for positions ort committees r ange in age 
from 17 to 70 and are energetic with a desire to learn. Most do not fi t 
the sterotype associated with 17-18 year o lds. 

Students have supported faculty on many issues in the past, salary increases, 
for example. In turn, he asked that faculty be supportive of this ·student 
concern. 

Currently student input is not threatening. The primary tenure and pro
motion judgments are made at the department and college levels with no 
student input. One vote on a connnittee of e l even is not a threat nor has 
there been any abuse of that privilege over the years. 

He concluded that it is ironic that an academic freedom connnittee should be 
attempting to exclude student representation. Finally, the history of 
student-faculty cooperation in policy-making at WSU is envied by other 
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universities. Students are committed to maintaining the±r input to uni
versity decision making. 

Senator Greenberg commented that he felt the Ad Hoc Committee had gotten 
some bad press on this matter. Neither the Committee nor the proposal is 
anti-student. The Committee's perspective is that this process should be 
a peer review. The tenure review decision is a complex one. even for the 
faculty involved and they have the advantage of a longer term of residence 
at Wichita State than does a student. 

Senator Millett stated she agreed with much of what Senator McKinney had 
said and shares his sentiments for student-fac~lty cooperation. Therefore 
she was distributing as information a proposal concerning the evaluation 
of teaching. She advised that she wished to introduce this co-sponsored 
motion after the student-participation vote had been taken. It is not pro
posed as a substitute motion but addresses the issue of student evaluation 
of faculty teaching abilities. 

A student commented that the student vote is not the issue. Rather students 
want a legitimate hearing and wish to be educated on the responsibilities 
of committee membership. The question was raised as to what is done to 
prepare students for committee membership. 

A student questioned the logic of peer review in evaluating teaching. 
Faculty members don't sit in on their colleagues' classes. The student 
with day-to-day contact is in a better position to evaluate teaching . 

Senator Millett responded that it was for some of these reasons that she 
proposed putting her motion before the Senate. The intent is to explore 
university-wide guarantees of student participation. The proposal is to 
be considered separately so as not to block a vote on the first issue. 

Senator Isakson commented that student input on teaching is appropriate 
but would question student input on faculty research, publication and 
service. A student vote is an evaluation of all these areas. 

Senator Zoller noted that the University tenure and promotion committee 
like all committees must deal with the total profile for an individual. 
The decisions are relatively easy in the cases of exceptional or poor 
records. But it. is the "average" case--having various strengths and 
weaknesses--into which most of us fall. Therefore one becomes uneasy if 
one member of the review comrnittee--by self-definition--represents only 
one aspect of the evaluation. Members of that committee should not so 
define themselves. 

One might assume that e.vidence of teaching .excellence available through 
LASTIC and peer evaluation is easy to judge. In fact it is a difficult 
judgment to make. Arguments that there should be an advocate for teaching 
excellence is something of an insult to faculty. Faculty members as former 
students are capable of evaluating teaching ability. Wichita State faculty 
are interested in being good teachers and in perpetuating good teaching . 

Senator Zoller stated that in spite of these factors, he recommended voting 
against the proposal~ The proposal goes against WSU tradition. Representa
tion at this level is important to students and does give those involved· 
added insight on a difficult task in university governance. Students are 
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not so temporary as they are considered part of the WSU family for life . 

A student commented that students have traditionally had a legitimate role 
through the regular decision-making channels . The tenure process is 
generally misunderstood and is a source of student resentment. If excluded 
students may turn to a more confrontive process to deal with university 
decision making. Students see a pattern of decreasing input to decision 
making. As a result, students may take more extreme action. 

Senator Adkins pointed out that the Committee's recommendation does not 
remove the student, just ~liminates his vote. He commented that Senator 
McKinney had made a good point about the department's and college's role 
in the process. It is at those points that we should explore using student 
input. 

Senator Graham prefaced his remarks by saying his were not intended as 
diversionary comments, but he has questions about the charge to the uni
versity tenure and promotion committee and the interpretat.ion of that charge. 
He noted that the Committee's charge was to rank candidates and confirm 
that compatible procedures had been followed by all of the colleges. In 
fact the Committee, and therefore the student member, are making evaluative 
judgments which might be questioned. 

Senator McKinney commented that he applauds Senator Millett's effort . 
He'd been informed by Senator Farnsworth that efforts to input student 
evaluations to the LAS tenure review committee were rejected a few years 
ago. No viable alternatives were suggested at that time and it is doubt
ful that the Millett proposal will go anywhere. 

Further the t enure is~ue was addressed last year. 
proposal on procedurai chang~s on tenure dec{sions 
at the state level. 

State Senator Hoagland's 
was opposed by students 

As far as judging publications is concerned, the student has the same shot 
as faculty in evaluating them. If a faculty member is familiar with a 
colleague's work, he may disqualify himself on the basis of a possible 
conflict of interest. · 

Senator Farnsworth noted that there were at this time a number of points 
to which he felt compelled to respond. First, he felt the threat of re
prisals to faculty was· inappropriate to this body. Second, it is proposed 
to eliminate the student vote on one committee, not all student votes. The 
issue has become an emotional and symbolic one. Third, he questioned how 

.. the student member makes an evaluation of teaching . Is that input unique? 
Systematically gather~d? Fourth, h e r eminded the body that there are other 
constituencies not represented. Neither non-tenure_d faculty nor staff have 
a representative on the committee and the administration's representative 
is a non-voting member. Fifth, the implicatipn that faculty are not in
terested in t eaching is not so. Further, students serving on the committee 
may need liability insurance and are not covered by the university plan. 
Finally, if the tenure process is not unders tood by students, then their 
representative must be failing to provide the proper feedback . 

Senator McKinney raised a question of persona1 privilege. He stated that his 
r emarks were generalizations about human behavior. No threats were being made. 
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President Thomann called for a division of the house. The motion (which 
required a 2/3 vote) failed (23 ayes; 15 nays). 

A student questioned whether traditional procedures (peer review) were 
necessarily correct procedures. It was noted that no one person can be 
fully informed on all issues and all candidates. The process needs stu
dent insights in evaluating teaching and the student vote on the committee 
should be retained. 

A student suggested first, that faculty are here to teach and second, if 
students can't participate in the evaluation of that teaching they may _go 
elsewhere for their education. 

Senator Scriven commented that she supported the idea of student input on 
campus committees. Her overriding concern at this time was for their 
welfare and the wish tri protect students from legal proceedings such as 
had occurred last spring. She pointed out that a student voting member 
could be required to appear in court after they had left the University 
and at their own expense. 

A student responded that any student wanting that committee position would 
be equipped to deal with the consequences. It was also noted that the vote 
gives weight to student input. Without a vote student observations might 
go unheeded. 

Dean Magelli offered as clarification the information that he was not 
aware of any student or faculty member having been sued as a result ·of 
their activities as committee members. The University President is the 
individual sued in these cases. He noted that any member of any univer
sity committee could potentially be sued as the result of actions taken 
as part of a committee assignment. 

Senator Duel l responded to Senator Graham's comments on the interpretation 
of the charge to the university tenure and promotion committee. She stated 
that assessing the comparability of college standards and their compati
bility to university guidelines was possibly only in terms of the 
qualitative judgments that the colleges had made. A final rank ordering 
of cases is possible only after the dossiers have been evaluat ed . 

A student made the observation that while appreci ating faculty concern 
for student welfar e , in fac t most people go t hrough life without liability 
insurance. It was noted that current arguments are calling for a "peer 
process" when in fact the guidelines call for a "primarily peer process." 
This is an important distinction. Finally, the discussion has been 
totally theoretical as there is no evidence of a poor de~ision having 
resulted from a student vote. Senator Greenber g wa s questioned about his 
statement a s quoted by The Sunflower th{l t "there have been nothing but 
problems" since students had been made members of that committee . 

Senator Greenberg replied that he had not made that statement to The 
Sunflower and was unaware of who might have made it. 
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Senator Dreifort commented that he too had perceived the threat of 
reprisals locally or at the state level and felt them to be inappro
priate. Senator Dreifort offered as evidence of mistakes by a student 
member of TPAF the instance in which he was approached by a student 
member seeking guidance on cases because the student was not personally 
acquainted with the candidate. He elaborated by saying that this was 
a misinterpretation of responsibilities by the student. Further it was 
not appropriate t .hat the student solicit evaluations of candidates. 
Student input is more appropriate at the departmental level. In fact 
students rarely make any input, positive or negative. Such input might 
take the form of letters to a chairperson or 9ean. The student vote 
is an eleventh-hour input and doesn't have a great effect on the 
decision making. Nevertheless, it is inappropriate that students should 
be judging faculty teaching, research and service at the university level. 
He questioned whether students seriously use LASTIC. 

Senator Bennett noted that losing the student vote would not eliminate 
student input. The annual review forms are one point at which student 
input on teaching can be made. 

A student asked why students should not have input at more than one level. 
It was suggested that if there is confusion as to the charge of the uni
versity committee, it should be defined before the vote on the student 
issue. 

A student stated that his earlier comments were not meant to threaten any
one. It was his assessment that generally people will take advantage of 
an opportunity to attack the process. Thus, the Senate should consider 
the effect of endorsing this proposal on student opinion. He agreed that 
students don't always make serious input, but faculty are also guilty. 
For example, on three occasions faculty me~bers had told classes that 
because they were tenured, it didn't matter how students filled out LASTIC 
forms. Further students don't know where to make input and therefore rely 
on SGA. 

A student observed that in not being acquainted with a faculty member and 
his work, a student might be . more objective in his evaluation. The student 
viewpoint is needed. 

A student commented that tenure is a necessary process and component of 
the university. Well-qualified faculty could not be recruited without it. 
Loss of this student vote in the process is not the critical issue. 
Students don't care where their input is made but something more concrete 
than-writing your dean is needed. Students want to have a formal hearing 
at some level. 

Senator McKinney reminded the Senate that the body is not qualified to 
make legal judgments so should not be making decisions based upon percep
tions concerning personal liability. He reemphasized the point that he 
was making no threats, merely stating his analysis of the natural tenden
cies of people. It was pointed out that Senate endorsement would result 
in hard feelings among students. In response to Senator Dreifort, it 
could be argued that the example of a student mistake is rather an ex
ample of a student seeking information and advice on an admittedly complex 
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issue. It was noted that LASTIC forms are not required documentation in 
the tenure and promotion process. He questioned whether letters to a 
dean were put in the permanent file of the faculty member. 

Senator Rodgers commented that there were emotional aspects to the question. 
On the part of faculty it is a matter of pride and professionalism. All 
seem to endorse the idea of student input. It is not clear why that input 
should take the form of a committee vote. 

Senator Throckmorton made the observation that any student on the tenure 
and promotion committee and reviewing credentials would be aware of the 
use of personal letters in the dossiers and should so advise SGA. 

Senator Dunlap, in· responding to Senator Dreifort's comments, maintained 
that no legislative threat is implied. Students will continue to lobby 
for faculty salary increases. 

It was noted that the student vote was potentially beneficial if questions 
of academic freedom were raised. Student endorsement of a decision should 
add to its credibility if questioned. It was argued that faculty at all 
institutions should want to be able to say that their decisions have . 
student support. 

Senator Soles commented that as a former student her sympathies lie with 
the students . The difficulty of getting student input has been noted and 
without some alternative for formal input, the student vote should not be 
removed at this time. 

Mr. Abbinett, Student Ombudsman, observed that on an emotional issue such 
as this, students don't understand how to deal with the university hierarchy. 
Individual action r equires disclosure ind is therefore threatening and 
frustrating. Having the vote is at best a break-even resolution of the 
issue. Loss of the vote would be a step backward. 

Senator Davis stated he wa s in favor of the students' position. He moved 
the previous question . 

Senator Minor seconded the motion. 

The motion passed. 

Senator McKinney raised a point of information and presented the Chair with 
petitions favoring ret ention of the student vote . 

The motion to endorse the Ad Hoc Committee ' s recommendation that the 
student position on the University Tenure, Promotion and Academic Freedom 
Committee be made non-voting and that the endorsement be referred to the 
Senate Rules Committee for implementation failed. 

President Thomann explained t hat parliamentary procedure· required that 
the recommendation for a parking structure by the Traffic Policy Committee 
be the next agenda item. Neverthel ess he asked for a motion to reverse 
the order of the last two agenda items. 

Senator Scriven so moved. 
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Senator Adkins seconded the motion • 

Mr. McGuire commented that as the presenter of this item he wished to 
avoid further delay. 

President Thomann called for a division of the house. 

The motion (which required a 2/3 vote) failed (19 ayes; 19 nays). 

Mr. McGuire, Chairperson of the Traffic Policy Committee presented his 
Gommittee's recommendation that the University build two multi-level 
parking structures. One would be locat~d south of the Campus Activities 
Center and the second would be located near Cessna Stadium. Each would 
provide 575 additional parking spaces. The Committee further recommended 
that the On Campus Revenue Bond issue, targeted to expire in June 1983, 
be extended to provide funds for the project. Mr. McGuire explained that 
the Committee did not formally consider costs and financing in making its 
recommendation. The Committee did consider the problem of parking con
gestion and perceived a need for additional parking spaces and these 
structures. 

Mr. McGuire moved that the Senate endorse these recommendations of the 
Traffic Policy Committee. 

Senator Adkins questioned how the proposal could be endorsed witho.ut 
some financial data • 

Senator Dreifort asked whatwould be . the effect of Senate _endorsement of the 
recommendation. 

President Thomann advised that a positive Senate recommendation·should 
have a favorable influence on subsequent decision making. He asked Vice 
President Breazeale for further information. 

Vice President Breazeale responded that further review would be necessary, 
especially in the consideration of sources of funding. 

Dr. Clark suggested that there are alternatives to building these structures. 
For example, if t he pa rking spaces in lot number 19 (adjacent to the base
ball field) were redrawn based on standards outlined in the Handbook of 
Traffic and Transportation Engineering> 125 additional spaces would be 
realized. Application of standards for small cars could expand lot 19 
from 620 spaces to more than 1000 spaces. He argued that building the 
proposed structures was not an efficient use of our money. 

Senator Brewer observed that after criticizing the layout of 
lot, it was redesigned and 30 spaces were converted to lawn. 
perception that the available space is not well used. 

Senator McKinney called fo r a parking feasibility study. 

the Engineering 
It was her 

A student asked whether the Committee ' s proposal considered additional 
space needs for motorcycles and bicycles as well as cars. 

Mr. McGuire replied that the space was not broken down by vehicle type. 
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A student observed that realigning current motorcycle parking could result 
in a 30-40% increase in available spaces. 

Senator Davis asked what alternatives the Committee had rejected in favor 
of the current proposal. 

Mr. McGuire responded that the Committee had been presented with no other 
alternatives by the Land Use Planning and Design Committee. 

Dr. Farnsworth reminded the Senate that th~ Crestview Country Club (160 
acres) was purchased to provide additional space for the University. Re
alignment of the golf course could provide additional parking. He 
concluded that the University has both unused space and alternatives 
to building parking garages. 

A student asked who iooks at parking alternatives if the Traffic Policy 
Committee does not. 

Mr. McGuire replied it would be the responsibility of the Land Use Planning 
and Design Committee: The Traffic Policy Committee administered currently 
available parking only.. 

Senator Millett observed that the Committee could consider the alternatives 
suggested during the course of Senate discussion. She stated a reluctance 
to cast a vote on this recommendation without some research on the costs 
and benefits of alternatives • 

Mr. McGuire agreed .with Senator Millett's views. He explained that the 
Committee had asked him to make this report. Further the Committee is 
charged with determining parking needs but does not have access to 
financial data in making those recommendations. 

Senator Millett moved a substitute motion that the recommendation be sent 
back to the Committee to determine the most efficient uses of current 
parking and to consider the financial and structural alternatives for 
increasing parking capacity. 

The motion was seconded. 

Senator Brinkman pointed out that the Traffic Policy Committee has no 
voice in determining either location of or financing fo r . pa rking. 

Senator McKinney r _esponded that the Committee could still consider finan
cial alternatives. There are potentially far-reaching effects of any 
reconnnendation they might make . 

Senator Adkins asked Mr. McGuire if he felt the Committee had the' 
resources to make a more extensive study and report. 

McGuire, upon reflection, felt the Committee did not. He suggested these 
quest.ions might better be referred to the Land Use Planning and Des i gn 
Committee and the Business Affairs Office . 

Senator Childs offered a friendly amendment to the effect that the Traffic 
Policy Committee mee t with the Land Use Planning & Design Committee and 
Vice President Lowe. on · the . i ssues . . 
Senator Adkins asked t ha t the University Architec t be added to that group . 
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Senator Millett accepted the amendments . 

Senator Millett commented that a committee could ask any university office 
for information and should do so. 

Senator Adkins responded that by adopting the motion as amended, the Senate 
is on record as having urged that these meetings take place. 

Senator Terrell observed that the Committ~e 's report is evidence of a 
general failure to deal with parking needs on this campus. He stated he 
would endorse this and any motion that could get some action on parking 
issues. 

Senator Isakson noted that the Committee charge was to determine whether 
additional parking is needed. He asked Mr. McGuire what the Committee's 
findings were on that question. 

Mr. McGuire replied that it had been determined that additional parking 
was needed (1) during peak hours, and (2) near the new sports complex, 
the design for which included no additional parking. 

Senator Isakson suggested that these findings should be forwarded to the 
appropriate decision-making bodies. 

S-·f.Jed. flu.I f J,~ Se.hc:Tew., J/,ou ld faf{e ~cf/r,Y> fc · 1/>C.r- e~~t:!J He_ 
Sena tor Brinkman i.:.emHl:ded tlte Setttrte -t:-ha-t ~ -se4y &9'H-1El- t-aks s-Gme- Hn.-
mediate a.c.ti:en by e~ t...hQ pauiRg ga-ra-ge p~~. p 4-r-Ptn y P/ttl'.d - ,·,, ex 1s· Ti~ 9 
{-, .. a;fft"t ~ ..c.s P,,c.i:.:: ..... ta 1- <.!.ftt...,K ,·n tLc.a T7Jd.. i!..cJ.t.)J_ b e. do,1e.. 4.,,d.. .sn·11 Wt<::?.e::..T 

Senator Millett's motion, as amended by Senator Childs, passed. e-x,.s/7 ..,i 
Sc,,re ;''J 

Senator Millett moved adjournment. rel u, ~ ~/YJbi Is . 

The motion passed . 

The meeting adjourned at 5:03 p.m . 

Marilyn Myers, Senate Secreta ry, 
Lucille Brodie, Recording Secretary 
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