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AGENDA 

FACULTY SENATE 
The Wichita State University 

Room 126CH 

Meeting Notice: Monday, March 2, 1992 

Order of Business 

I. Calling of the Meeting to Order 

II. Informal Proposals and Statements 

III. President's Report 

IV. Approval of Minutes 

V. Committee Report 

3:30 p.m. 

(a) Planning and Budget Committee Report on Faculty and 
Administrative Salar i es - Senator Kitch (Report handed out at 
February 24 meeting) 

VI. Old Business 
(a) Consideration of resolut ions arising from Commi t tee of the 

Whole discussions on February 24 (if any ) 

VII. New Business 
(a) Proposa 1 Seeking Support from the Mi 11 Levy fo r Senate 

Activities (blue attachment) 

VIII. Meeting of the Committee of the Whole 
(a) Discussion of Regents Task Force Repo rt on Faculty Evaluation 

(canary attachment) 
IX. Report of the Committee of the Whole 

X. As may arise. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

A. J . Mandt, President 3125 Box 74 
James Clark, Vice President 3220 Box 78 
Joyce Cavarozzi , Secretary 3541 Box 53 
Kathryn Gr i ff i th, President Elect 3165 Box 17 
A 11-)e rt Gosman, El ected by Senate 340 2 Box 35 
Roi..·~. ~ Wht..r :· itt , E 1 e,-: '-' "rj by Sen .:>1.. ~- 11 60 13;.-:-' 33 
A.nne "., , 1 1 e1. : "'IDO i nte,~ 1., ; Senate 0 r .:. ~ i der :i. ':\ I ;:, l'l b l..' v 

-- a .., 
Da· . .- i d A > xct;-,dc : . r "c;t Prt: .' i a ...... t 31 S~ Box ~? 
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February 20, 1992 

P R A F T 

Request for Mi 11 Levy Funds 

Faculty Senate 

The Faculty Senate requests that $4,500 be al located to the 
Faculty Senate from FY93 mill levy funds. There are two 
purposes for these funds: 

1. $2,500 - pay for a half-time graduate student assistant 
to provide research assistance to the Senate Planning 
and Budget Committee. The amount requested would 
provide 10 hours of student assistance for 9 months at 
the rate currently offered to graduate assistants in the 
MBA program. 

2. $2,000 - pay for miscellaneous operating expenses of the 
Faculty Senate. Possible items to be paid from this 
allocation include: paying for visiting speakers on 
Senate issues, duplicating costs of materials provided 
to the general faculty, purchase of reference and 
background materials, additional software for the Senate 
Secretary, and other similar purposes . 
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TASK FORCE ON FACUL1Y EVALUATION 

Regent Rick Harman, Chair 

Report to the 
Kansas Board of Regents 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Kansas Board of Regents established the Task Force on Faculty Evaluation at its 
meeting on May 16, 1991 after more than a year and a half of study of faculty evaluation 
and the outcomes of the tenure review process by the Regents, COCAO, COFSP, SAC and 
Board Staff. Each of these groups provided the Board of Regents with a series of varying, 
sometimes conflicting, observations and recommendations regarding the entire gamut of 
faculty evaluation and faculty development issues. 

The Task Force was formed with the dual intent of bringing focus to these issues and 
providing a forum to integrate the discussions by the various constituent groups. The Task 
Force was chaired by Regent Rick Harman and was comprised of two members of COCAO, 
two faculty who specialize in evaluation and measurement issues, two student leaders and 
two members of the Board of Regents staff. The Task Force was specifically charged with 
a review of the recommendations made by Regents, COCAO, COFSP, SAC and Board Staff 
in the context of current evaluation practices and outcomes. 

In its quest to consider all salient issues and to develop meaningful recommendations to the 
Board of Regents, the Task Force observed that the dialogue on faculty evaluation had 
moved toward a focus on the annual evaluation process. Based upon this premise, the Task 
Force outlined four basic categories of issues to be addressed in its workplan: 

* 

* 

* 

the relative weight and importance that instruction, scholarship and service have in 
annual merit salary evaluations; 

the role of student evaluations vis-a-vis other data sources in the evaluation of 
instruction; 

variations in the policies and uses of annual merit salary evaluations at the Regents 
universities; and 

institutional lev~Js of support for faculty growth and development. 

Th0 Tas-Jr Fcrce prepared its rccommend~th..: '1.s at seven me .. tings which took place in L::e 
Capitul Tow~r ~.11ilding in Topeka, Kansa::; ht.!Wecn June, 199: a .d Janua1 1, 1?92. The Ta!>!: 
Force utilized l vo questionnaires v:l-iich were distributed to administrators ::,.t the Kansas 
~egents universities to discern the context of faculty evaluation in Kansas higher education. 



Furthermore, the Task Force reviewed over 500 pages of documentation provided by the 
Regents universities and completed a literature review of behavioral science research on • 
dimensions of faculty evaluation relevant to the charge. 

The Task Force made numerous observations about faculty evaluation. The following are 
the most significant for the development of the Task Force's recommendations: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

There is considerable variation in evaluation processes among the Regents 
universities. However, there is considerable consistency within institutions. 

Evaluation processes at the Regents universities differentiate the performance of 
faculty. 

Student ratings provide valid information to be used in the evaluation of instruction; 
however, they must be corrected for student motivation. Norm-referenced student 
rating instruments are preferred for use in personnel. decisions. 

There is considerable value in offering flexibility to academic units m the 
construction of evaluation criteria, processes and instruments. 

The Kansas Board of Regents lacks an explicit policy requiring that annual salary 
decisions be based upon faculty performance. 

In response to its charge and observations, the Task Force makes the followin. 
recommendations to the Board of Regents: 

• 

• 

The Board should adopt a proposed policy statement requiring that (1) the annual 
evaluation of faculty be based on faculty performance in instruction, research, service 
and extension and be used to guide salary decisions, (2) each academic unit develop 
and record criteria, procedures and instruments for faculty evaluation approved by 
the institution's chief academic officer, (3) each Regents university make a 
standardized, norm-referenced student ratings instrument available to faculty, and ( 4) 
annual faculty evaluations be discussed with each individual faculty member. 

The Board should require each Regents university to develop and implement a plan 
to supplement its annual faculty evaluation system. Each institutional plan should 
include procedures and strategies for (1) training department chairpersons in the 
administration of faculty evaluation systems, (2) linking the outcomes of faculty 
evaluation with assistance for renewal and development and, when necessary, 
reassignment or other personnel actions, and (3) training and supervising graduate 
teaching assistants. 

Tlre -Board should -ayp0int ·:ron.l facuii.: 1 u~ the Regents,. u1rivers.itie·, a systemwide 
Tecl-inie:iJ Adyis0."")' Cu.nffiittee l,!1 f acuity E•,a1..;ation ,~l}kh will re~f, ')nJ to 1 "'lU~sts 
f0r assistance fron1 Regents 1111;versiL:~s concenii::ig norm-re_fo ienced ~tudent rating • 
.instruments suitable for each institution. · 

. •,., .. 
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FACUL1Y PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 
Kansas Board of Regents 

Statement or Philosophy 

Appendix 17 

The Kansas Board of Regents recognizes the need for performance evaluation systems that 
review, assess and enhance faculty performance. It is essential that evaluation processes 
incorporate guidelines relevant to the achievement of the academic goals and objectives of 
teaching, research and professional service, while recognizing the unique nature and diversity 
of the universities. To this end, it is necessary that guidelines be established and evaluations 
conducted in a manner that is flexible ~nough to serve the particular mission, objectives and 
needs of the Regents universities, their colleges and departments. 

The Board further recognizes that faculty evaluation should be a participatory, cooperative 
and continuing process. Given varied faculty responsibilities and specializations among and 
within disciplines, the evaluation process should provide for faculty participation in the 
preparation of evaluation guidelines. Therefore, the process should be as localized as 
possible in order to adapt criteria and procedures to individual or departmental 
circumstances. 

The faculty evaluation performance procedures should fulfill the following objectives: 

1. To recognize that the education of students is the highest priority of the Regents 
system. The education of students occurs in a variety of ways and venues, including 
the classroo~ research laboratories and libraries. Consequently, individual faculty 
or units may vary in their emphasis on instruction, research and service. Annual 
evaluation should reflect individual faculty assignments. 

2. To involve faculty in the design and evaluation of expectations central to their 
performance and professional growth. 

3. To provide a documented record of faculty performance to support such personnel 
decisions. 

'to-. ·r') ecognlzc i:pecial talents, ap:.ibilitie~ ce~rl achievements :)f faculty members. 

'!'n rieve:np ~tratt:.e·es to lin~: evalua1:0n and it~ ou1.comes to assistance ~nd supi-:-0n 
for growth a,.'1 development. 

In order to implement this Statemt:rit of PhilosoTJhy. on Faculty Evaluation, the Task Force 

33 
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makes three recommendations to the Kansas Board of Regents: 

Recommendation One • 
Toe Task Force recommends that the Board of Regents adopt the following policy 
statement on faculty evaluation: 

Policy Statement 

It is the policy of the Kansas Board of Regents that merit increases for faculty shall be 
based on the annual evaluation of their performance as it relates to the mission of the 
institution, college/school and department. The Board of Regents holds the presidents and 
Chancellor accountable for the development and implementation of evaluation systems in 
accordance with the following guidelines: 

1. Faculty evaluation criteria, procedures and instruments shall be developed through 
faculty participation in each department, college or division and recorded to express 
the performance expectations of faculty therein. Criteria, procedures and instruments 
shall be: 

2. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

sufficiently flexible to meet the objectives of the unit. 

sensitive to multi-year faculty activities and outcomes. 

approved by the chief academic officer of each university. 

d. compatible with contemporary research and scholarly literature on faculty 
evaluation. For example, assessment of research, where research is part of 
the job assignment, should ordinarily include but not be limited to information 
on the quality of the research, the amount of research, the media in which 
findings were disseminated, and the reception and importance of the research. 
Similarly, the assessment of teaching, where teaching is part of the job 
assignment, should ordinarily include but not be limited to student ratings 
secured anonymously under standard conditions on norm-referenced 
instruments that adjust for initial student motivation, assessment of tests or 
other means of measuring student learning, evaluation of syllabi, and 
assessment of instructional materials. 

Each Regents university shall make available to faculty a ratings instrument for 
securing student ratings of instru-~tion in all appropriate course". The instrumeut 
must be norm-referencec.1 and coi. P.cted for major sou:r_ce.r of b i:is 2.s: demons .. :ated 
by resean.:~. · 
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3. The evaluation of faculty performance and expectations for the future shall be 
discussed with them. Documentation recording the sense of the discussion shall be 
provided to the faculty member. 

a. The faculty member shall be given the opportunity to add comments to the 
documentation as part of the official record before it is considered at the next 
higher administrative level. 

b. Each Regents university shall establish a procedure by which faculty who 
disagree with their evaluation may request a review. 

Recommendation Two 

The Task Force recommends that each Regents university develop and implement a plan 
to supplement its annual faculty evaluation system. Each plan should include procedures 
and strategies for the: 

1. training of departmental chairpersons in the administration of faculty evaluation. 

2. linkage of the outcomes of faculty evaluation with assistance for renewal and 
development and, when necessary, reassignment and other personnel actions. 

3. training and supervision of graduate teaching assistants . 

Recommendation Three 

The Task Force recommends that the Board of Regents appoint a systemwide Technical 
Advisory Committee on Faculty Evaluation which will respond to requests from Regents 
universities for assistance concerning student ratings instruments suitable for each 
institution. 

35 
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1. 

2. 

Yes ---12.._ No __liL 

Yes_ll_ No_JQ_ 

Straw Vote in the Bond Issue Proposal 

I favor a bond issue at this time. 

I favor a bond issue after the strategic plan is finished if 
it seems appropriate. 

3. If there is a bond issue this spring, how would you rank the following? 
( 1 equal the highest priority) 

4. 

5. 

_l_ The facility for the Elliot building 
!Indicate your preference among the choices for such a facility by a,b,c, etc.) 

__JJL Elliot School building new free standing 
_7_ Elliot School building -- wrap around Media Resources 
_6_ Remodel Neff Hall 
_2._ Remodel Math/Physics 

Remodel Brennan Hall 
Other? 

_2_ Museum Remodeling 

-L Properly on 17th Street 

Ycs_7_ No 22 

I would like to see the Elliot Building delayed, 
more private money raised and a building fund accumulated 
before it is undertaken, 

I think the present distribution of mill levy money into 
broad categories is about right. 

The lolals for lhe broad categories for 1992 are: 

More a Less 15 a) Campus and Facilities Development $1,180,865 
h 10 
C 1 3 
d 18 
C 2 4 

G. .· Yes-1,]_ No__(i_ 

7. If you answered 
1·cceivc mo re See 

less 

8. Yes _;u_ No _2 _ 

9. Yes__]_l_ No_2_ 

b) Student Support 788,300 
c) Economic & Community Development 666,590 
d) Faculty, Research and Services 366,100 
e) University Support 351,184 

(A more detailed budget is 
the Mill Levy.) 

included in the Short History of 

I think there should be a re-evaluation of the distribution 
of the mill levy money. 

yes in #6 
5 above 

#5 

Would you 
mone y? 

above, what general area do you believe should 
( based upon your present understanding) 

like a full discussion of the use of the mill levy 

Would you like an opportunity to discuss the 20 year plan 
proposed for the University? 
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FACULTY SENATE 

Minutes of Meeting of March 2, 1992 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Alexander, Allen, R. Armstrong, Bair, Bajaj, Baxter, Behrman, 
Benson, Bereman, Billings, Campbell, Carper, Carroll, Cavarozzi, Clark, Daugherty, 
Duell, Erickson, Farnsworth, Gosman, Griffith, Hawley, Hay, Horn, Hoyer, Hubbard, 
Jeffers, Kitch, Koppenhaver, Lee, Mandt, Masud, Merriman, Murdock, Muth, Parkhurst, 
Paske, Perel, Rogers, Romig, Sethi, Widener, Yeager 
MEMBERS ABSENT: Bernhart, Brady, Burk, Christensen, Gythiel, Martin, Olivero, 
Parker, Sweney, Wherritt, Zytkow 
GUESTS: Brunner, Platt, Zoller 

I. CALLING OF THE MEETING TO ORDER. President Mandt called the meeting to order at 
3:30. 

II. INFORMAL PROPOSALS AND STATEMENTS. 
(a) Senator Farnsworth pointed out the differences in election procedures for 
University At Large Senators and College At Large Senators. He said the minimum 
number of names for nominations at the University level meant we had an election 
without knowing it. Vice President Clark said that everyone knew the rules ahead 
of time. A draft had been circulated, and then circulated again with the original 
elections. He said any set of rules can be manipulated by a group, and it isn't an 
improvement to do it any other way. Senator Farnsworth pointed out there were two 
sets of rules, University and College. President Mandt said the University At Large 
rules were in the constitution. Vice President Clark said if individual colleges 
want to set the number of nominees in at large elections, they could. He pointed 
out that future rules can be changed. 

(b) Senator Bajaj said the back of the ballot has the name printed on it, and the 
e 1 ect i ans can not be anonymous. President Mandt said enve 1 opes meant ti me and 
money. 

(c) Senator Perel said the last five buildings constructed on the campus were in 
violation of handicap laws. We are about to build new buildings, and he would like 
to call this to the attention of the people involved. President Mandt said the 
university was in the process of negotiating with the appropriate Federal people to 
remedy these problems. AVP Zoller said that Dr. Bowman was handling the University 
response, and maybe she could be invited to talk with the Senate. Senator Billings 
said that after two years of trying to get the bathroom in Handicapped Services 
accessible, they did it themselves. She suggested that Physical Plant consult 
handicapped students for needs. President Mandt said the Board of Trustees recently 
voted to put an elevator in the Marcus Center. Senator Masud said that even with 
buildings accessible, they were difficult to get to. 

III. PRESIDENT'S REPORT. 
(a) Action on the A.A.S. degree has been delayed so discussion with the 
Administration could take place about a proposal. This proposal includes: 

1. Any degree proposals not within a degree granting college would be 



circulated for review to department faculties involved. They would rev i se , 
etc. and submit the proposal to a University Curriculum Committee. The . 
recommendation of that committee wou 1 d be considered fi na 1. Any proposa 1 
would be appealed to the general faculty for approval. 
2. This parallels the process now used where we have departments draft i ng 
proposals, college curriculum committees or the Graduate Council reviewing 
the proposals, then some large body of faculty approving. 
3. Senator Bereman asked about the composition of the University 
Committee. President Mandt said it would be like Tenure and Promotion in its 
make up. Senator Romig said that this is for future proposals. What about 
the present? President Mandt said the A.A.S. degree was now at the Board of 
Regents. President Armstrong and Provost Cottle are not inclined to stop the 
process. Since the Executive Committee was not offered the opportunity to 
change this proposal, they decided to focus on the process for the future. 
4. Senator Bajaj asked if proposals would come to the Senate. President 
Mandt said no, the Senate did not give curriculum approval. Senator Bajaj 
said curriculum used to come to the Senate. Senator Lee suggested adding 
"Planning" to the title and responsibilities of the committee. She said the 
system of coming to the Senate had been the practice, and she would li ke to 
see it again. 
5. Senator Kitch asked if there was any truth the legislature was thinking 
of combining Vo Tech with WSU. AVP Zoller said a bill had been introduced 
that would allow Vo Tech to merge with WSU. 
6. Senator Bereman asked if the University Curriculum Committee could 
review this program. President Mandt said this committee would assume 
responsibility for curriculum review. Senator Lee asked if the Board of 
Regents was aware this program by-passed the general faculty. President . 
Mandt said Board members had not revealed what they think. 

(b) President Mandt reported on Performance Review of Administration. 
1. The Senate proposal was rejected. 
2. The Provost's office is responsive to the idea that there be good 
faculty involvement in review committees, etc. 

(c) The Joint Faculty Appointments revisions are nearing a conclusion. 
(d) President Mandt and President Elect Griffith met with V.P. King and Michael 
Wall, new Executive Director of the Endowment Association. 
(e) Senator Merriman said that in reference to Administrative Reviews, she doesn ' t 
see progress if all we have is faculty involvement. It's the result of faculty 
involvement that are in question. Senator Masud said we get evaluated by students. 
Isn't it possible to have a faculty perception of administration? President Mandt 
said a limited annual review would be held, with a large review every three years. 
Senator Masud asked why it can't be done every year. AVP Zoller said with the 
number of administrators to be reviewed, it would keep us busy to get the cycle 
going. Full reviews every year would not be practical. Senator Lee said that 
reviews are tests and measurement. Once the procedure is set up, it is not 
difficult to do. 
(f) President Mandt announced the General Faculty meeting March 5, 1992. 
(g) Senator Gosman said one of the items the President discussed was Joint 
Appointments. What is the issue? President Mandt said the proposal . was carried 
over to this year. Provost Cottle had some questions, and we ' re trying to deal with 
that. The Senate position is to insure that any individual faculty member hired on 
a Joint Appointm.ent cannot fall through the cracks. 

2 • 



IV. • 
V. 

• 

• 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES. Senator Lee moved, and Senator Burk seconded to accept the 
minutes of December 16. Passed. Senator Bajaj moved and Senator Campbell seconded 
to accept the minutes of February 10, and a report of the Committee of the whole of 
February 10. Passed. 

COMMITTEE REPORT. 
(a) Senator Kitch distributed the Executive Summary of the Salary Study. 

1. She pointed out that there were glitches in the data. Getting data at 
this university is very difficult. Information came from three different 
areas, and there were unbelievable errors. But the committee can stand by 
the averages and the ranges, although there are people being paid more than 
the ranges. ~ 
2. . The Chronicle salaries are 12 month. She called and checked with the 
Chronicle. 
3. Senator Bereman said she concurred to a degree about data bases across 
campus and their differences. She pointed out that different data bases have 
different data definitions and focus. She has recently completed a national 
study of faculty salaries by the decade, and it is a mirror of what is on 
this campus. She disagreed that the discrepancies undermine the concept of 
the merit pay system. They are reflect'ive of the market,and market based 
salaries are a fact of life. 
4. Senator Erickson asked if market equates with merit. Senator Kitch 
said one can look at actual job descriptions across disciplines and across 
colleges. The same level of work, the same level of quality result in 
different salaries. Market is not defined on this campus or anywhere else. 
We need to know how the market system functions and what concessions have to 
be made to it . 
5. AVP Zoller said the report was very instructive about female-male pay. 
Did the committee do any studies about minority pay? Senator Kitch said no, 
because this is the way the university breaks it down. 
6. AVP Zoller pointed out there were only 5 female full professors. 
Senator Kitch said yes; as long as she has been at the university there has 
been about the same number. 
7. Senator Billings said that if it is market pay, let's call it that and 
not merit pay. Senator Be reman said she used the reference book, the 
National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) 
when she was Affirmative Action Officer. This was 'market' since it listed 
faculty salaries, etc., on a national basis. Senator Kitch said that by 
NASULGC data we are all underpaid. Who is allowed to be underpaid is the 
question. 
8. Senator Perel said there were market determinates within departments. 
9. Senator Kahn said the gap was widening. ku and KSU faculty did better 
than WSU with the Margin of Excellence money. More than 70% of the money 
went to faculty there, and less than 50% to faculty at WSU. Senator Paske 
said there were two kinds of administrative structures: 1. University 
President and Deans; 2. Chief officers and staff. Should we use the market 
factor to· pay highest for a few people, or use it to raise faculty salaries? 
10. Senator Kitch said the report shows the 'star' system of putting money 
into a few people, and the relative poverty of associate professors. Equity 
has had sex and race connotations. Should it be defined to include equal pay 
for equal work? Should we have a university salary policy? 
11. Senator Bereman said there is another alternative. Instead of % 
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increase based on salary, use the bonus system so base salary is 
enlarged. 
12. Senator Baxter said to look at the plight of the adjunct faculty. 
we don't, no one will. 

V. OLD BUSINESS 
(a). The Planning and Budget Committee distributed a list of issues for a straw 
pol 1. 
(b) Senator Clark asked what the deadlines on the Mill Levy and Regents Task Force 
proposals were. President Mandt said the Board of Trustees met March 15, and the 
straw poll was necessary if the Senate was going to have any comments. 
(c) Senator Kahn said Communications needs new quarters. There is a need to 
review the twenty year plan, though. We have a responsibility to taxpayers to be 
careful about the use of Mill Levy. 
(d) Senator Farnsworth said originally the Mill Levy was there because the state 
wouldn't assume debt when WSU went into the state system. It was supposed to pay 
off the bonds. There is a political issue in the community. The Mill Levy exists 
at the pleasure of the city-county commissions. When that comes up, WSU has to 
defend Mill Levy. President Elect Griffith said the Mill Levy was intended to be 
an endowment for WSU. The language of it says the ba 1 ance is to be used for 
'educational purposes.' There was never an assumption that it would be used always 
for bond issues. Senator Armstrong said the Elliott School building would be 
discussed on Wednesday. 
(e) Senator Rogers said that as one of three faculty members on the committee, he 
needs an idea of what the Senate thinks. A fair amount now goes to student 
scholarship and the faculty strongly approve of this. The five-year plan is also 
at issue at this meeting. He would like to get the Marcus Center off the five year. 
plan. That should be privately funded. 
(f) Senator Duell said we have been given almost no information to make a decision 
about the Elliott School. President Elect Griffith agreed, but said that that was 
all the information available to them. 

Senator Perel moved to adjourn. Senator Bereman seconded. Meeting was adjourned 
at 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted 

Joyce Cavarozzi, Faculty Senate Secretary 
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