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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY SENATE

AGENDA

Meeting Notice: January 22, 1979, 126 Clinton Hall, 3:30 p.m.

Order of Business:

I,

i 1 62

LI

Iv.

V.

Calling of the Meeting to Order
Informal Proposals and Statements

Approval of the Minutes for the meeting of December 11, 1978
(Vol. XV, No. 6).

New Business: Resolution regarding Minor Policy--
submitted by Academic Standards and Practices
Committee (Attachment A).

Resolution on Faculty Salaries--
submitted by Senator Greenberg (Attachment B).

Proposal for Wichita State University

Grievance Procedure--submitted by University
Welfare Committee (Attachment C).

Adjournment
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Wichita State University
ATTACHMENT A

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE To Agenda 1/22/79
Documant &
Bi11 Perel, Chalr, Agenda Committee Date 1/4/79
Carol Konek, Chalr, Academic Standards and Practices Committee

Minor Policy

After discussion of various aspects of the university policy on minors, our
committee voted unanimously to support the following policy:

Each department at its own discretion may specify the minimum experience
required in that department to certify the accomplishment of a minor, and

each college has the responsibility to specify any additional requirments
necessary for the student enrolled in that college to achieve a minor in

any particular department._ﬂ Gollege May VT, however prohi b+ a sTadent envelled
in Yhet e.ollege frem Freceving a miior for wWhich The rt;’"”’emm’rﬁ have been med,

If the Agenda Committee wishes us to look into other problem areas related

Senate y;l/q? to the minor issue, please advise.




ATTACHMENT B
To Agenda 1/22/79

Decument 9 i
|

RESOLUTION ON FACULTY SALARIES
WSU UNIVERSITY SENATE

Whereas

1. Since September 1970 the Consumer Price Index has risen
approximately 71%,

2. In that same time period salaries at the regent's institutions
have risen only about 64%, despite large increases
in FY 1975 and FY 1976, which were meant to increase salaries
to a level comparable with other institutions,

3. There is now and will continue for the next several years an
inflation rate around 8% per year,

Be it resolved that the WSU University Senate urges the Board of Regents
and the Kansas Legislature to

1. In FY 1980 use funds from the program improvement budget requests
to provide a 3.5% faculty salary increase in addition to the
6.5% salary increase from the program maintenance budget requests.
This would begin to bring faculty purchasing power back to the
1970 level.

2. After FY 1980 have a faculty salary program consisting of an
across-the-board increase equal to the increase in the cost
of 1living to be provided from the program maintenance budget,
plus a 3% yearly merit increase from the program improvement
budget.

Further be it resolved that an existing or new standing committee of the
Senate be charged to

1. Make faculty salaries recommendations to the administration,
2. Report these recommendations to the Senate,

3. Maintain a continuing review of faculty renumeration.
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General Faculty Meeting

March 5, 1979

WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY As amended
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES Dot Aoy O
SUMMARY assed by Sena

Types of Grievance

A.
B.
C.

D.
E.

General CGrievance

Non-Renewal of Appointment (Excluding Tenure Cases)

Termination Due to Discontinuance of a Program or Department, Which
Discontinuance is Not Part of a Formal Retrenchment Program
Dismissal or Other Sanction for Cause

Dismissal for Medical Reasons

General Grievance Procedure

1.

A faculty member who has a grievance must make a bona fide effort to
resolve the matter through university channels at the most immediate
level. In most instances this should occur within the faculty member's
department or office and should involve the chairperson or immediate
supervisor, and whenever appropriate, the dean. If the complaint is
directed toward a person, office or body outside of his/her department
or school, a genuine effort must be made to resolve the matter in con-
sultation with the person, office or body involved.

If you are unsuccessful in personally settling the dispute, contact the
chair of the Commission on Human Relations (whose name is available
through the President of the University Senate).

The subset, consisting only of faculty members, of the Commission on
Human Relations is prepared to help you clarify the dispute. Their
function is to primarily act as a neutral go-between and not as an
official decision-making body.

If the dispute is not resolved and you elect to pursue the matter further,
you may request the chairperson of the Faculty Welfare Committee of
the University Senate to call together a Review Committee of your

peers. You must put this request in writing, specifically stating the
nature of the complaint.

The Review Committee will ask you to attend a pre-review meeting.
During this meeting the parties to the dispute will settle matters of
mutual interest, such as clarification of burden of proof and the
ground-rules for the review. At this time you will decide whether you
prefer the review to be with or without a hearing.

If you elect to waive a hearing, the Review Committee will evaluate
all available written evidence and base its recommendations and find-
ings on such material.

e




II.

III.

Iv.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

Ix.

XI.

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR
PROCESSING GRITVANCI'S OF FACULTY AT
WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY

CONTENT OUTLINE

Prefatory Statement

Types of Grievances

A. General Grievances

B. Non-Renewal of Appointment (Excluding Tenure Cases)

C. Termination Due to Discontinuance of a Program or Department, Which
Discontinuance is Not Part of a Formal Retrenchment Program

D. Dismissal or Other Sanction for Cause

E. Dismissal for Medical Reasons

Suspension of Faculty Member During Proceedings

Summary Regarding Burden of Proof

Initial Procedures in Processing a Grievance: the Ombudsman Role

Formal Request for Review - Statements of Allegations and Charges

The Review Committee

A. Selecting the Committee
B. Responsiblities of the Committee

Preliminary Activities of the Review Committee
The Pre-Review Meeting
Options with Respect to Review Procedures

A. Waiver of Hearing
B. Type of Hearing

Specific Review Procedures
A. In Case a Hearing is Waived

B. Informal Hearing
C. Formal Hearing




;g Prefatory Statement
A. Introduction

In order to resolve internal disputes to the greatest possible ex-
tent within the campus community, to assure careful consideration of
personnel actions and complaints and to safeguard academic freedom,
Wichita State University shall, through these procedures, provide
opportunities for appropriate due process review of grievances of
faculty members of the university community. For this grievance pro-
cedure, an eligible faculty member is defined as a person who is a
full-time member of the faculty or holds a fractional time appoint-
ment of .5 or more, and holds the rank of assistant instructor,
instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, or professor.

It is expected that faculty members will turn to the grievance
process only after the normal methods of administrative remedy
have been exhausted. This is understood to mean that relief has
been sought at at least one level higher in the administrative
structure than that at which the problem is believed to exist.

. It is recognized that the exact type of review necessary to provide
the utmost due process varies with the nature of the complaint,
allegation or charge and with the severity of the sanctions which

‘:) may inpinge upon the faculty member. The procedures provide for
review of disputes by faculty detached from the immediate contro-
versies and operating under carefully defined procedures. Five
types of grievances are recognized - one general grievance category
and four specific (and usually more serious) types of grievance
involving the question of whether or not the facutly member is to
be continued as a member of the university faculty. In each instance,
the review is set in motion by a request from a faculty member for
review of an action which the faculty member believes to be unfair
or unwarranted.

A grievance procedure assumes that it is both possible and desirable
to resolve disputes through internal processes. It also assumes
that the procedures appropriate to the internal resolution of
disputes are not tantamount to a court trial. If a faculty member
initiates formal action to resolve the dispute through agencies
outside the University before the internal grievance procedure has
been exhausted, the University President may request that the
Faculty Welfare Committee suspend the internal procedures.

B. Exclusions

Those disputes for which Wichita State University currently has exist-
ing procedures are excluded from consideration within this grievance
procedure. Examples of this exclusion would include:

!;) 1. Tenure and Promotion
2. Retrenchment
3. Traffic Fines
4. Library Fines
5. Affirmative Action
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Time Limitation

For any dispute to be processed under this grievance procedure, the
faculty member must set forth the specific nature of the grievance
and indicate against whom the grievance is directed within one
calendar year from the proximate cause.

6 5 % Types of Grievances

A.

General Grievance (Type A).

If a faculty member believes he/she has been treated unfairly in

a matter related to his/her work at the university which is not
specifically covered in categories B-E below, and which is not one
of the categories exempted, he/she may request a grievance review.
His/her request must set forth the specific nature of the grievance
and indicate against whom the grievance is directed.

A few examples of such matters include decisions regarding advance-
ment in salary, sabbatical leave, fringe benefits, teaching assign-
ments, office facilities, clerical and student assistance. Grievances,
of course, are not limited to these examples.

Non-Renewal of Appointment (Excluding Tenure Cases) (Type B)

The university may at its discretion decide not to remew a non-
tenured faculty member's appointment at the end of an appointment
period or to give a probationary faculty member a terminal appoint-
ment. Written notice of such action must be given in accordance with
university policy (Faculty Handbook, Section 3.08, pg. 26).

The faculty member who receives such notice may request review of

the decision not to renew the appointment; such written request

must indicate the grounds for challenging the decision not to renew.
Such a faculty member may allege, for example, that inadequate
consideration was given to the renewal decision, or that consider-
ations violative of his/her academic freedom contributed significantly
to the decision. The faculty member may also claim that he/she was
discriminated against on grounds of race, color, creed, sex or other
considerations prohibited by university policy. In this case the

faculty member may wish to first consult a member of the Affirmative
Action Office.

The burden of proof is on the faculty member to prove the validity
of his/her allegations.

Termination Due to Discontinuance of a Program or Department, Which
Discontinuance is Not Part of a Formal Retrenchment Program. (Type C)

Such termination may occur only as a result of a bona fide discon-
tinuance of a program or department.




Before the administration issues notice to a faculty member of its
intention to terminate an appointment because of formal discontinuance
of a program or department of imstruction, the Institution will make

a reasonable effort to place the faculty member concerned in another
suitable position within the University.

A faculty member who receives notice of termination for this reason
may request review by making a written request for review stating
the grounds for challenging the decision to terminate.

The administration must demonstrate initially that the decision to
terminate was arrived at in accordance with established university
policy; the faculty member then bears the burden of providing the
validity of his/her allegations of improper action.

Dismissal or Other Sanction for Cause (Type D)

In order to discharge for cause a tenured member of the faculty or a
nontenured member during the period of the latter's term contract,
the administration must formally notify the faculty member in writing
of such dismissal. If the faculty member so requests, the admin-
istration shall provide a written statement of reasons for the

.action. To constitute adequate cause, the reasons must be related,

directly and substantially, to the fitness of the faculty member to
continue in his/her capacity as a teacher and/or to fulfill the
terms and conditions of his/her appointment.

Dismissal will not be used to restrain faculty members in their
exercise of academic freedom or other rights of American citizens.

The faculty member may challenge the decision to dismiss and request
review. Such a request usually claims, for example, that an improper
decision was made, adequate cause not being present (e.g., dismissal
stemming from abridgment of academic freedom or discrimination).

In the formal hearing, the administration must state the reasons in
writing and bear the burden of providing the validity and reason-
ableness of the decisions based on those reasons.

If the administration decided to impose, for cause, sanctions less
severe than dismissal but nevertheless serious in nature and con-
sequence (such as suspension from duties for a period of time,
demotion in rank, substantial reduction in salary), the Type D
grievance policies and procedures would apply for both the admin-
istration and the faculty member.

Dismissal for Medical Reasons (Type E)

Type E is essentially a special case of Type D, Dismissal for Cause,
and follows the same rationale and procedures. It is identified
separately to make it clear that, if medical reasons are given for
the dismissal, they must be based on medical evidence that the
faculty member cannot continue to fulfill the terms and conditions of




E. Dismissal for Medical Reasons (Type E) (con't)

his/her appointment. When, in the judgment of the departmental
chair and line administrators, there is reasonable evidence that a
faculty member has failed to fulfill the terms and conditions of
his/her appointment and that this failure is plausibly related to
his/her medical condition, the University may request the faculty
member to allow access to his/her medical records or to undergo
appropriate medical examination. Failure to comply will relieve
the University of the obligation to produce "medical evidence"

for nonperformance of duties. 1In challenging the decision to
discharge and requesting a review, the faculty member usually
claims that the administration has made an improper decision, pre-
sumably that the medical reason is contrived or that the acknowledged
medical problem warrants action less severe than termination. As
in Type D, the administration must state the reasons for its
actions and bear the burden of proving their validity in a formal
hearing.

III. Suspension of Faculty Member During Proceedings

Suspension of a faculty member during a grievance is justified only

if, in the judgment of the President of the University, immediate harm

to the faculty member or others is threatened by continuance of service.
;) Such relief of duty shall be without prejudice and without loss of

compensation, pending final disposition of the case.

IV. Summary Regarding Burden of Proof

Type A - The faculty member must state the grounds of his/her grievance
and bear the burden of proving their validity.

Type B - The faculty member bears the burden of proving the validity of
his/her allegations that the decision not to renew was improper.

Type C - The faculty member bears the burden of proving the validity of
his/her allegations or improper action.

Type D

and E - The administration must state the grounds for dismissal (or
other severe sanctions) and bear the burden of proving their
validity.
V. Initial Procedures in Processing a Grievance: The Ombudsman Role

The Commission on Human Relations (CHR) is a group of persons established
as described in Sect. 2.121 of the Faculty Handbook. The faculty
members serving on this Commission shall constitute a subcommittee that
shall serve in an ombudsman role for grievances under this document.

‘) This subcommittee shall review the nature and significance of "due

process" procedures in preparation for the important role of being
an ombudsman.




VI.

Any faculty member who has a grievance must make a bona fide effort

to resolve the matter through university channels at the most immediate
level. In most instances this should occur within the faculty member's
department or office and should involve the chairperson or immediate
supervisor, and whenever appropriatc, the dean. If the complaint is
directed toward a person, office or body outside of his/her department
or school, a genuine effort must be made to resolve the matter in
consultation with the person, office or body involved.

A faculty member who is unable to settle the dispute personally and
who has not already involved the CHR Subcommittee, shall then contact
the chairperson of the Commission on Human Relations. The CHR Sub-
committee shall first ascertain whether the faculty member has made a
bona fide effort to resolve the matter personally. The CHR Sub-
committee shall then help clarify the dispute, inquire informally into
the relevant facts, suggest possible solutions and otherwise counsel
the person who believes he/she has been wronged.

If these preliminary efforts do not resolve the dispute and if con-
ciliation seems possible, the CHR Subcommittee shall try to conciliate
the disagreement, acting as a neutral go-between. In the conciliation
attempts, the parties involved should respect the role of the CHR
Subcommittee, whenever possible providing all pertinent materials
which could possibly lead to a settlement.

If conciliation cannot be effected and if the faculty member seeking
review wishes to pursue the matter, the CHR Subcommittee shall advise
the person of the additional steps which can be taken, assisting however
possible in the preparation of the statements required to taking these
steps. In such cases the CHR Subcommittee shall inform the chairperson
of the Faculty Welfare Committee, in writing, of the efforts of the

CHR Subcommittee relative to the case.

Formal Request for Review - Statement of Allegations and Charges

If the faculty member wants a review, he/she must submit a written
statement to the chairperson of the Faculty Welfare Committee of the
University Senate requesting such a review. The statement must describe
the nature of the complaint and state his/her allegations of improper
action with sufficient explicitness and clarity that a meaningful
determination can be made as to their validity. This statement shall
serve as a petition requesting the Faculty Welfare Committee to organize
and call together a Review Committee to consider the matter. The Faculty
Welfare Committee chairperson shall see to it that the other parties

to the action immediately receive a copy of the written statement of the
complaint. The Committee will have the right in Type A cases to decide
whether or not the facts merit a detailed investigation. Submission of

a petition will not automatically entail investigation or detailed
consideration thereof. The Faculty Welfare Committee chairperson may
then call together the Faculty Welfare Committee to form a Review
Committee. In cases of Dismissal or Sanction for Cause or Dismissal

for Medical Reasons, the Faculty Welfare Committee chairperson shall
also secure from the administration and distribute to all parties and
the Review Committee a written statement of the reasons for which

the action against the fgculty member is being taken, which statement
shall constitute the "charge" by the administration.




VII. The Review Committee
A. Selecting the Review Committee

1. The Faculty Welfare Committee shall maintain at all times a
pool of at least 15 faculty members (some of whom may be members
of the Faculty Welfare Committee itself) from which the Review
Committee of five will be chosen by lot.

2. An effort will be made to include, as members of the pool, women
and minority persons from federally defined protected classes.

3. Faculty members judging themselves disqualified for bias or
interest shall remove themselves from the case, either at the
request of a party or on their own initiative. In additiomn, each
party will have a maximum of two challenges without stated
cause.

4. If any member of the accepted Review Committee is unable to serve
because of illness or other such circumstances, a replacement
agreeable to both parties will be named by the Faculty Welfare
Committee. )

;) B. Responsiblities of the Review Committee

1. The Review Committee has the following specific responsiblities
in all cases:

a. To schedule and conduct a pre-review meeting with both parties
to the dispute present.

b. To make sure that statements of reasons for action by the
administration and statements of allegations by faculty
members are sufficiently clear and detailed to provide an
adequate basis for adjudication.

c. To guarantee fair proceedings.

d. To make every effort to hear all pertinent and available
evidence in the case under review.

e. To render a considered decision as to whether or not the wvarious
charges and/or allegations have been sustained by the evidence.

f. To submit findings and recommendations to all parties to the
grievance and to the President of Wichita State University.

2. In case a faculty member alleges :that her/his grievance is based
on inadequate consideration by a faculty body, the Review Committee
‘J) will seek to determine whether the decision was the result of
: adequate consideration. It will not substitute its judgment on the

merits for that of the faculty body. It may request reconsideration
by that body.




VIII. Preliminary Activities of the Review Committee

The newly formed Review Committee will be called to its first meeting
by the chairperson of the Faculty Welfare Committee no later than seven
calendar days after the committee has been formed.

The Review Committee will: (a) elect from its members, a chairperson
and a secretary, (b) review the various hearing options, procedures and
conditions, as well as the responsibilities of the Review Committee
itself, (c) establish a time for a pre-review meeting (Section IX)
mutually agreeable to itself and all involved parties, and (d) assure

itself that the initial procedures described in Section V have been
followed. e

The Review Committee shall announce the pre-review date no later than
seven calendar days from the initial meeting and hold the pre-review

meeting no sooner than five calendar days from the time of that announce-
ment.

All involved parties shall make every effort to cooperate with the pre-
liminary activities of the Review Committee. Under unusual or extenuating
circumstances the Review Committee may agree to reasonable extensions
of deadlines. However if there are unjustifiable interferences in the

j) procedures, the Review Commiteee will assume one or the other party

¢ does not wish to cooperate in the due process actions, report the state
of affairs to the Faculty Welfare Committee and adjourn. The Faculty
Welfare Committee shall then take such steps as it deems advisable to

inform the faculty and administration of what has happened, and bring
the matter to a close.

IX. The Pre-Review Meeting

At this meeting it is the responsibility of both parties to submit and
exhange prepared written summaries of the major issues in the case as
they view them and of their positions on these issues. The purpose of
this meeting is to: (a) clarify and, where possible, simplify the issues;
(b) indicate where the burden of proof lies; (c) define the administration's
responsiblity to describe in detail the procedures it followed that led
to the faculty member's request for review; (d) effect stipulations of
fact; (e) provide for the exchange of documentary or other types of
information; (f) determine the type of hearing it will hold; (g)

secure prior understanding as to the use of advisors and attorneys;

(h) achieve such other appropriate pre-hearing objectives as will make
the final steps in processing the case fair, effective and expeditious.

X. Options with Respect to Review Procedures

A. Waiver of Hearing

_4) The faculty member may at any time express his/her desire to have his/

herhcase reviewed by the Review Committee without having a hearing as
such.




Options with Respect to Review Procedures (con't)

B.

Type of Hearing

Cases of Types A and B shall be processed through the informal
hearing procedure. Cases of Type C shall ordinarily be processed
through the informal hearing procedure, but the formal hearing
procedure may be used if the faculty member so requests. Cases of
Types D and E shall be processed through the formal hearing procedure.

Specific Review Procedures

A.

In Case a Hearing is Waived

If the faculty member waives a hearing, both parties to the dispute
will submit any written material, evidence or further explanations
of actions, decisions or behavior which they believe might assist
the Review Committee in rendering a fair decision. The Review
Committee shall then evaluate all available evidence or support and
rest its recommendations on the evidence in the record. The report
and recommendations are to be directed to the President of Wichita
State University and made available to all other parties to the

. dispute.

Informal Hearing

1. The Review Committee shall establish a time for the hearing
mutually agreeable to itself and to all parties to the dispute.
The hearing shall be held no sooner than three calendar days
from the conclusion of the pre-review meeting.

2. Every aspect of the case should be aired in order to give the
Review Committee all pertinent information. For example, at the
hearing the aggrieved may be invited to amplify on his/her
statement of complaint; the party against whom the complaint
is lodged may be requested to speak in his/her defense; both
parties may be permitted to present colleagues to speak to aspects
of the dispute; both parties may be questioned by members of
the Review Committee.

3. The Review Committee has no powers of subpoena. Attendance at the
hearing and submission of materials and information to the hearing
are entirely voluntary. However, the parties to the dispute or
the Review Committee may request any member of the university
community, including any party to the dispute, to attend the
hearing and to provide information at the hearing.

4. Resolution of controversies over what information the Review
Committee will hear shall be the preogative of the Review Committee.
Likewise, although the hearing will normally be closed, the Review
Committee shall decide whether or not the hearing is to be open
to the public.




5. The hearing is not tantamount to a court trial, and should not be
expected to follow the rules and procedures of a court, but the
course of the hearing shall clearly exhibit every effort to
insure fair, open and impartial review.

6. An informal hearing does not permit the presence of outside
attorneys, but the faculty member who requested the hearing may
invite a consultant from the WSU campus community to be present
and to advise him/her.

7. No transcript of the hearing will be kept, but the secretary, as
well as each committee member, will keep notes to assist the
committee in preparing a report describing the proceedings,
conclusions and recommendations of the Review Committee.

8. When the Review Committee is satisfied that all available information
pertinent to the dispute has been presented, the chairperson
shall declare the hearing closed.

| 9. The Review Committee shall consult in private in order to review
the information presented and arrive at an appropriate conclusion.

10. The Review Committee shall prepare a written report of proceedings,
conclusions and recommendations no later than 14 calendar days
~) after the close of the hearing which shall be directed to the
parties of the dispute and to the President of the University.

11. The Review Committee's recommendations are only recommendations.
They carry no authority to change a decision, to redress a wrong,
to rectify a grievance or to institute a penalty. Certainly,
however, it is expected that the actions of the parties to the
dispute and the actions of all appropriate university officials
not parties to the dispute will be very much influenced by the
recommendations from the Review Committee.

12. Either party to the dispute has the right to make a final statement
in writing to the President of Wichita State University.

13. The President of the University shall take final action on the
matter.

C. Formal Hearing

1. The Review Committee shall establish a time for the hearing
agreeable to itself and to all parties to the dispute. The hearing
shall be held no sooner than 14 calendar days from the conclusion
of the pre-review meeting, unless an earlier date is agreeable
to all parties to the dispute.

‘) 2. The hearing shall be open to the public unless the faculty member
requests of the Review Committee in writing that the hearing be
closed.
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Witnesses

a. If witnesses are to appear for either party, a list of witnesses
must be submitted to the Revicw Committee and the other party to
the grievance at least scven days before the hearing date.

b. The Review Committee has the right to call witnesses of its own
choosing. A list of witnesses must be submitted to the involved
at least seven days before the hearing date. The involved parties
shall be given the opportunity to question these witnesses, should
such be called.

c. If the hearing involves charges of incompetence, the testimony
may include that of qualified faculty members from WSU or other
institutions of higher education.

d. The Review Committee shall notify all designated witnesses to
be present at an appropriate time during the hearing.

The procedures for conducting the formal hearing shall be as follows

a. Unless some other verbatim record is possible, a tape recording
shall be the official record of the hearing. An audio-visual
specialist will be present during the hearing to operate the tape
recorder.

b. The chairperson of the Review Committee shall preside during the
hearing.

c. The secretary, as well as each committee member, shall keep
notations on the proceedings.

d. The hearing shall not start at the scheduled time unless all
members are present and both parties to the disagreement are
represented. However, if the committee deems at the time of the
scheduled start that there is no valid cause for the absence of any
parties to the disagreement, it shall begin the hearing.

e. The formal hearing shall include the members of the Review
Committee, the two parties to the case and their advisors (among
whom could be an attorney for each or either of the two parties
as well as for the Review Committee itself). At the beginning of
each hearing session all principals in the case will be identified
for the information of all others. Witnesses need be present only
while giving testimony; in the case of a closed hearing, they
shall be present only at that time.

f. The hearing shall be conducted formally, but expeditiously. If
possible, once it has begun it will continue to conclusion on the
same day. Recesses will be allowed as necessary, and for valid
claims of surprise as provided in item "i" below. However, if
the committee deems that it should hear witnesses who have not been
summoned or who could not or did not appear when scheduled, it
shall be privileged to recess the hearing until another day and
time agreed to by the committee and all parties concerned.
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g. The formal hearing shall usually consist of the following format:
(1) opening statement by whichever party to the dispute, or
designated advisor, bears the burden of proof; (2) opening statement
of the other party to the dispute; (3) presentation of supporting
evidence and/or witnesscs by the party bearing the burden of proof
with opportunity for cross-examination; (4) presentation of support-
ing evidence and/or witnesses by the other party with opportunity
for cross-examination; (5) the questioning of witnesses called by
the committee itself, if it chooses to call any, with the oppor-—
tunity for cross-examination by both parties; (6) closing statement
by the party not bearing the burden of proof (the party in (2)
above); (7) closing statement by the party bearing the burden of
proof (the party in (1) above).

h. The questioning of witnesses shall be restricted to items germane
to the specific issues of the case, the relevance of which will
be decided by the majority of the Review Committee. Questioning
shall be conducted only by the parties themselves or their desig-
nated advisors and by the members of the committee.

i. The Review Committee shall grant adjournments of reasonable length
to enable either party to investigate evidence to which a valid
claim of surprise is made. In no way will such adjournment be
allowed to constitute a hindrance to bringing the hearing to an
expeditious conclusion.

j. The Review Committee shall not be bound by strict rules of legal
evidence and may admit any evidence it deems of probative value
in determining its findings.

k. After the Review Committee is satisfied that all pertinent facts
have been established and all available information pertaining to

the case has been presented, the chairperson of the Review Committee
shall adjourn the hearing.

Except for such simple announcements as may be required, including
such things as the time of the hearing and similar matters, public
statements and publicity .about the case by either party to the dispute
shall be avoided so far as possible until the proceedings have been
completed.

At its earliest convenience after adjournment of the hearing, the
Review Committee, in private session(s), shall review evidence and
testimony presented at the hearing.

The deliberations of the Review Committee shall be based solely on
the documents and facts submitted during the hearing.

The Review Committee shall have custody of the tape recording after
the hearing. The Review Committee may use the tape recording during
its deliberations. After the issue is resolved, the tape recording
shall be filed as part of the official records of the institution.
Any party to the dispute may have a copy of the record upon request.
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. The Review Committee shall render a considered decision as to whether

or not the charges and allegations have been sustained and recommend
what it deems to be appropriate action. This decision will reflect
the majority view of the committee, but minority views may be a

part of the report.

As soon as the findings and recommendations are determined, they
shall be forwarded in writing to the chairperson of the Faculty
Welfare Committee. The Faculty Welfare Committee chairperson shall
submit these findings and recommendations to the parties to the
dispute and to the President of the University.

The President, after studying the findings and recommendations, shall
submit his/her reactions to the Review Committee and the Faculty
Welfare Committee. If he/she rejects the Review Committee's recom-
mendations, he/she shall give his/her reasons in writing to the
Review Committee and to all parties to the dispute. All parties to

the dispute will have the opportunity to respond to the President's
reactions.

The President will make the final decision in the matter.
The Review Committee report, and the President's response and possible

responses of the disputants, shall become a part of the official
records of Wichita State University.
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Members Present: Bardo, Blazicek, Boeckman, Breazeale, Brewer, Chaffee, Childs,
Chopra, Christ, Dreifort, Duell, Gladhart, Gosman, Greenberg, Hay, Irish,
Kasten, Kenyon, Kukral, Maddox, Mathis, May, McBride, McFarland, Melgren,
Miller, Millett, M. Myers, Nance, Nees, Parker, Perel, Poe, Rodgers, Solomon,
Scriven, Sharp, Shawver, Shimerda, Soles, Thomas, Tasch, Terrell, Thomann,
Throckmorton, Tilford, Unruh.

Members Absent: Adamson, Ahlberg, Benningfield, Graham, Ingmire, Jakowatz,

Kane, Magelli, Meabon, J. Myers, Rhatigan, Rodenberg, Terwilliger, Wilde.

Guests: Carol Konek, Jay Fulton, Bobbye Humphrey, Allen Schuermann, Henry

Dittmer.

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

President Perel reported that the Regents have requested from the Legislature
$25,000 for an independent study of the Early Retirement Program.

President Perel announced that the University Commons is now open for lunch
only.

Senator Tasch expressed concern because a female student had been attacked in
a restroom in the CAC. He asked whether or not the Senate should look into
the security program for the campus.

Senator Breazeale discussed recent changes and improvements in security pro-
cedures on the campus. He indicated that Mr. Lowe, who is responsible for
University security, would welcome any suggestions for improvements in security
procedures.

Senator Kenyon suggested the installation of light switches that could be
turned off only by security or maintenance personnel.

Senator Breazeale reported for President Ahlberg and stated that Mr. Fred
Sudermann is now responsible for legislative liaison and legislative relations.
Faculty members who have questions regarding state legislation or who have
suggestions for input to the Legislature should contact Mr. Sudermann.

The minutes of the meeting of December 11, 1978 were amended by the Secretary
to indicate that Senators Kasten and Kenyon were not absent, and in the third
paragraph of page two, the word "consign" was changed to "consider." The
minutes were approved as amended,

Ms. Konek, Chair of the Academic Standards and Practices Committee, presented
the policy statement regarding academic minors. She indicated that the state-
ment did not deal with inconsistencies from department to department, but
attempted to retain both departmental and college autonomy. She moved adoption
of the policy statement.
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Senator Thomann asked whether colleges would be allowed to levy requirements
greater than those stipulated by individual departments. The answer was, "yes."

Senator Gosman explained the intent of the policy statement regarding depart-
mental and college responsibility and authority.

Senator Kenyon pointed out that departments would be able to set the number
of hours required for a minor and asked whether or not one hour could be
considered as a minor?

Ms. Konek again discussed the concept of department autonomy.

Senator Unruh asked how students will find out about the many different rules
that could be imposed by individual departments and colleges?

President Perel indicated that the requirements would be published in the
University catalog.

Senator Unruh pointed out that the wording of this policy statement was unclear.

Senator Gosman commented it was his understanding that, if colleges do not pro-
vide specific policy statements, then departmental statements regarding minors
will stand and will be applicable to any student.

Senator Melgren asked whether a college can deny a minor to any student if a
department is willing to offer a minor.

Senator Gosman stated that, as he interpreted the deliberations of the Academic
Standards and Practices Committee, this could not occur.

Ms. Konek agreed with Senator Gosman's interpretation.

Senator Melgren moved and Senator Nees seconded that the statement be amended
to include as its last sentence, "A college may not, however, prohibit a student

enrolled in that college from receiving a minor for which the requirements have
been met."

Senator Thomann observed that even with this statement, a college could still
prohibit minors by simply making requirements too high.

Senator Nance spoke in support of the amendment.
The motion on the amendment to the policy statement was passed.

Senator Kenyon asked whether or not a student in Engineering could, under this
policy statement, get a minor in mathematics as specified by the mathematics
department?

Senator Gosman indicated this would be the case until the College of Engineering
takes action to establish other standards.

Senator Melgren pointed out that students typically continue through Wichita
State University under the catalog that was in effect at the time they entered
the university. He questioned what effect this policy statement would have
under these circumstances.




VOTE

RESOLUTION

RE: FACULTY

SALARIES
MOTION

MOTION

VOTE

WSU Senate Minutes
1/22/79

=

President Perel commented that the University Admissions and Exceptions Com-
mittee was designed to handle cases of this type.

The amended motion on the policy statement regarding academic minors was
passed.

The resolution regarding faculty salaries was presented by Senator Greenberg.
He requested that the minutes show that he was assisted with this resolution
by Senators Terrell and Thomann. Senator Greenberg discussed the content of
the resolution and moved adoption of the resolution. Senator Thomann seconded.

Senator Soles moved that the resolution be divided according to the two
"Resolved" sections. Seconded by Senator Millett.

The motion regarding the division of the resolution was passed.

Regarding that portion of the resolution designed for presentation to the
Board of Regents and the Kansas Legislature, Senator Breazeale suggested that
it would be appropriate, in the "Whereas'" section, to separate matters of fact
(Items 1 & 2) from matters of speculation (Item 3).

Senator Dreifort asked what the difference was between "program improvement
budget" and "faculty salary program budget."

Senator Greenberg deferred to Senator Terrell. Senator Terrell deferred to
Senator Thomann.

Senator Thomann indicated that these terms were obtained from Senator Breazeale
and reflected terminology used in formula budgeting.

President Perel pointed out that, during the time span covered by the resolution,
University administrative salaries had increased over 1007%.

Senator Breazeale indicated that, at this University, within the past ten years
the percentage salary increase for administrators had never exceeded the percent-
age salary increase for faculty members.

Senator Nance commented that this resolution would cost Wichita State University

points with the University Regents and stated that he could not support the
resolution.

Senator Greenberg spoke in opposition to Senator Nance's statement.

Senator Miller noted that this proposal would be contrary to President Carter's
request for voluntary wage guidelines.

Senator Greenberg stated that everyone else was doing it and it was time that
we did it.

Senator Soles observed that our choice appeared to be whether we say something
or say nothing. She spoke in support of the resolution.

Senator Melgren noted that, since this resolution was designated for the Regents
and the Legislature, it appeared to be too late for action for this year.
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Senator Greenberg stressed that it was never too late and that action needed
to be taken.

Senator Nance observed that support for this resolution appears to be of the
"...we should say something..." type. He said that the resolution as stated
appeared to be counterproductive for the University faculty.

Senator Greenberg spoke in opposition to this statement.

Senator Kukral commented that it was not appropriate for Senator Greenberg to
criticize or negatively comment on the presentation made by each speaker and
pointed out that this was not the function of the presentor of a resolution.

Senator Kenyon asked if Item #3 in the "Whereas" section will be changed as a
result of Senator Breazeale's comments?

Senator Thomann then presented a friendly amendment to change Item #1 in the
"Whereas" section to read, "From September 1970 to September 1978,..." and to
change the words in the second line of Ttem #2 from "have risen" to "rose."

Senator Soles presented a friendly amendment to correct the grammar in the
Resolution as presented of the first "Resolved'" statement to change the word
"urges" to "urge."

President Perel also suggested that we correct the spelling error of the
Resolution as presented in the last word of Item #3 of the second "Resolved"
section.

Senator Mathis suggested a change to Item #3 in the "Whereas" section in order
for it to be more specific and accurate and indicated that this would be im-
portant in terms of the impact of the total resolution. He asked if specific
information exists to document the statement in Item #3. No reply was made.

Senator Thomas stated that the resolution did not appear to be written in a
manner acceptable to most senators. He suggested that it could be rewritten
for submission for Fiscal Year 1981. He then moved and Senator Shawver
seconded to defer the motion.

A senator then stated that this resolution, in its present form, appears to
be a counflict resolution and suggested that it should be rewritten so that
the Wichita State University Senate is not put in a conflict position.
Senator Dreifort spoke in agreement with this statement.

Senator Millett noted that we now have a legislative relations person and
suggested that we use Mr. Sudermann for initial communication with the
legislators.

Senator Kenyon spoke in support of the comments of Senator Mathis.

The motion to defer was passed.

Regarding the second half of the faculty salary resolution as submitted by
Senator Greenberg, Senator Kenyon asked if this resolution would change the
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traditional salary recommendation format that moves from department to
University administration.

Senator Greenberg indicated that the structure moves only from University
administration to departments.

Senator Breazeale discussed in detail the present system for budgeting
faculty salaries.,

Senator Nance asked if budgetary recommendations were already the responsi-
bility of some existing Senate committee. It was indicated that this does
come under the charge to the University Welfare Committee.

Senator Gosman pointed out that the Dreifort Committee on Committee Structure
has already recommended that there not be a separate budget committee.

Senator Millett spoke in opposition to the resolution.
The motion regarding a new committee of the senate for budgeting was defeated.

President Perel stated that, if the grievance procedure were passed by the
Senate, it should go to the next faculty meeting for consideration. He pointed
out that the next regularly scheduled Senate meeting would be too late for this
item to reach the faculty meeting agenda and asked if this would warrant a
special Senate meeting on January 29.

Senator Millett questioned the necessity of a special meeting.

Senator Breazeale indicated that the general faculty meeting time could be
changed.

Mr. Schuermann, Chair of the Welfare Committee, presented the report from that
Committee and generally discussed the procedures presented in the report. He
moved adoption of the grievance procedure.

Senator Unruh asked, if a member of the Commission on Human Relations presents
a grievance, will that member be excluded from the Commission during the griev-
ance procedures?

Mr. Schuermann discussed the role of the Commission on Human Relations.

Mr. Schuermann handed out to the senate members a new page 1 for the Grievance
Procedures document. Since this was submitted from the committee presenting
the document no parliamentary action was required.

Senator Greenberg spoke in favor of the document that asked for clarification
regarding the Type C grievance. Specifically, he asked if there are now poli-
cies in effect to cover this type of termination.

Senator Breazeale responded that there is not now a written policy.

Senator Breazeale moved and Senator Kasten seconded that section 1A be amended
by inserting after the first paragraph the following:




VOTE

MOTTION

FRIENDLY
AMENDMENT

FRIENDLY
AMENDMENT

WSU Senate Minutes
1/22/79

65—

It is expected that faculty members will turn to the
grievance process only after the normal methods of
administrative remedy have been exhausted. This is
understood to mean that relief has been sought at at
least one level higher in the administrative structure
than that at which the problem is believed to exist.

Senator Greenberg questioned whether or not this amendment was really necessary.
Mr. Schuermann stated that it appeared to be highly appropriate.
The amendment to section 1A was passed.

Senator Breazeale moved and Senator Throckmorton seconded to amend section 1A

by adding as a final paragraph in that section:
A grievance procedure assumes that it is both possible
and desirable to resolve disputes through internal pro-
cesses., It also assumes that the procedures appropriate
to the internal resolution of disputes are not tantamount
to a court trial. If a faculty member initiates formal
action to resolve the dispute through agencies outside
the University before the internal grievance procedure
has been exhausted, the University may at its discretion
suspend the internal procedures.

Senator Greenberg asked why it would be necessary to have this type of amend-
ment?

Senator Breazeale explained the difficulties involved in having the University
deal with a grievance procedure on two levels of resolution.

Senator Kukral asked who the "University" is in this amendment.

Senator Breazeale responded that he did not really know as the amendment was
written but indicated that this should be clarified. He went on to present a
friendly amendment which would add the word "administration" after the last
use of the word "University" in the last sentence of the amendment.

Senator Thomas asked if this amendment would mean that the University admin-
istration could suspend action on a grievance procedure any time they wanted to.

It was explained this was not the case but it could be done only when the
person initiating the grievance procedure has also initiated action through
agencies outside the university.

Ms. Humphrey spoke in favor of the amendment and urged that those individuals
who have legal responsibility for the University be the only ones allowed to
make this type of decision.

Senator Miller presented a friendly amendment which would add "..., in con-
sultation with the Commission on Human Relations,..." after the words "University
administration" in the last sentence of the amendment.
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Senator Throckmorton presented a friendly amendment which would substitute
the word "after" for the word "in" in the previous friendly amendment.

Senator May requested a quorum call.

A quorum was no longer present and President Perel adjourned the meeting
at 5:20 p.m.

Roger N. Kasten,
Senate Secretary

Lucille Brodie,
Recording Secretary
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