
MINUTES

Kansas State University Faculty Senate Meeting
February 13, 1996, 3:30p K-StateUnion Big 8 Room

Members present: Anderson, Baker, Balk, Behnke, Benson, Biere, Bissey, Conrow, Dubois, Dyer, Elkins, Erpelding,
Fenton, Foster, Gallagher, Glasgow, Gray, Hagmann, Harbstreit, Hamilton, Hassen, Havlin, Higgins, Hoag, Jardine,
Johnson, Klabunde, Klopfenstein, Lamond, Legg, Madsen, May, McCulloh, Michie, Miller, Moeller, Mohr, Molt,
Mosier, Moxley, Nafeiger, Niehoff, Ottenheimer, Pallett, Peak, Peterson, Pierzynski, Poresky, Rahman, Ransom,
Reeck, Schoning, Shultis, Smit, Swanson, Taylor-Archer, Twiss, Verschelden, White, Wilson, Woodward, Zschoche

Proxies: Kassebaum, Kuhlman, Maes, Murphy, Wright

I. President Havlin called the meeting to order at 3:34p.

II. The minutes ofthe January 9, 1996, meeting were approved as circulated.

III. Announcements

A. Dr. Thomas Angelo oftheAmerican Association ofHigher Education will conduct a workshop about
"Assessing Student Learning" on March 8 in the K-State Union. The College of Agriculture is
sponsoring the program, which is open to all faculty and graduate students intheuniversity.

B. The legislature isdealing with theGovernor's budget proposal. The House isexpected to vote onhis
proposal asanomnibus bill, while theSenate wants to consider it insections. The outlook iscurrently
good for the Regents schools.

C. President Havlin feels very positive about thepromising start to university planning that occurred at the
Faculty Retreat in January. Atranscript ofthe minutes isavailable on Unicorn. Hard copies have been
sent to thechairs ofthecaucuses and theCollege Committees onPlanning. He and Curtis Kastner, Chair
of the Strategic Planning Committee, have written all College Committees on Planning detailing
procedures and forCCOP's to solicit Faculty input into the strategic planning process.

D. The Intellectual Property Agreement Form is still under discussion. The draft dated January 24 has been
discarded and FacultyAffairs will be asked to consider a new version.

E. The Conflict of Interest form is being revised. Although COCAO has approved the Fort Hays form, a
local committee isworking ona K-State version. The plan is to bring the form before Faculty Senate in
March.

IV. Standing Committee Reports

A. Academic Affairs Committee —John Johnson

Course and Curriculum Changes
1. Senator Johnson moved approval of Course and Curriculum Changes (599 & below) approved

November 10, 1995, by the College ofHuman Ecology. The motion was seconded and passed.



General Education Courses

2. Senator Johnson moved approval ofGeneral Education Courses approved December 1, 1995. The
motion was seconded and passed.
FOR 375 Introduction to Natural Resource Management
HORT 210 ConceptsofFloralDesign
PSYCH 110 Gener^ Psychology

3. Senator Johnson moved approval of General Education Courses approved December 8, 1995. The
motion was seconded and passed.
SPCH 326 SmallGroup DiscussionMethods
HORT 256 Human Dimensions ofHorticulture

4. Senator Johnson moved approval ofGeneral Education Courses approved December 15, 1995. The
motion was seconded and passed.
SPCH 321 Public Speaking II
MC 235 Mass Communication in Society
FSHS 350 Family Relationships and GenderRoles
KIN 220 Dynamics of Sport and Exercise
POLSC 301 Introduction to Political Thought
ENGL 262 British Literature: Enlightenment to Modem
ENGL 271 American Literature: Colonial Through Romantic
ENGL 272 American Literature: Realists and Moderns
ENGL 287 Great Books

5. Senator Johnson moved approval ofGraduate Courses approved by the Graduate Council on
November 7, 1995

New

FINAN 641 Financing EmergingBusinesses
PHYS 620 Teaching University Physics
PHYS 639 Computationsin Physics
PHYS 652 Optics and Lasers
PHYS 655 Physics of Solids

Drop
PHYS 651 Introduction to Optics
PHYS 681 Semiconductor Physics

4. Senator Johnson moved approval ofthe Masters ofEngineering Management. The motion was seconded
and passed.

5. Senator Johnson moved approval oftheDecember 1995 graduation list. The motion was seconded and
passed.

Senator Hamilton inquired about the status ofthe proposed merger between K-Sate and the Manhattan
Area Technical College. Senator Johnson indicated that the committee has been looking at the
documents since fall. The current status is that the merger has been approved bythe Regents and is
awaiting legislative approval. At that time KSU and MATC representatives will meet and discuss the
acceptability ofcourses and other matters. Concerns voiced included a financial one, since MATC would
collect tuition money and reimburse KSU for courses taught. Another senator asked what control KSU
would have about the qualifications of the faculty. Senator Johnson assured the senators that the
proposal will come before Faculty Senate for discussion and action.



B. Faculty Affairs Committee —Gary Pierzynski

Faculty Affairs had no items for Senate action.

The Committee has considered upcoming Faculty Handbook changes with respect to Research Faculty.
Those with regular faculty appointments will have representation on Faculty Senate. They are also
looking atthe appropriateness ofstudent voting on Faculty Senate standing committees. The proposed
Conflict ofInterest and Intellectual Property Agreement forms will also be scrutinized by Faculty Affairs.

C. FSCOUP ~ Mickey Ransom

FSCOUP had no items for Senate action.

Vice-Provost Unger met with FSCOUP to discuss proposed changes for dial-up SLIP access. The
changes would charge all users of SLIP connections and use the revenues generated to upgrade
equipment. The plan is that an immediate drop in the number of users coupled with expansion of
available connections will make access possible at most hours, which is not the caseat present. Senators
pointed out that charging for access may discourage faculty from integrating computer use into then-
classes. SenatorRansom stated that FSCOUP decided not to act on this matter because it is going into
effect, andbesides a clear majority pro or con might not be achievable inFSCOUP.

FSCOUP believes it isnot intheir charge to be an investigative bodywith respect to KSURF. If Senate
wants such a group, FSCOUP suggests they name a new committee. President Havlin stated that
FSCOUP would be actively involved inany reorganization plan forKSURF that is put on the table. In
Marchthereshould be one, or mostlikely two faculty member(s) on the Board ofDirectors. Moreover,
an internal audit is underway with "interesting results." It is clear that policies at theFoundation need
tobecorrected and, with faculty involvement, will be. Senate leadership iskeeping up with the situation.

Senator Smit pointed out two situations she felt should not continue past this fiscal year. It iswrong for
the university to subsidize the salary of the director, as seems to be the case. In addition, there is
apparently no in-house expertise on licensing. Senator Baker asked about a rumor that some firms
sponsoring research insist that the researchers keep silent on their work. Senator Klabunde stated that
information can besequestered briefly, usually about six months, iftheparties involved consent.

Senator Ransom reported that FSCOUP is looking at the budget problems ofthelibrary and will meet
withDean Hobrock. SenatorConrow asked whether FSCOUP has discussed the NEH proposal. They
have not.

V. There was no old business.

VI. There was no new business.

VII. For the Good ofthe University

Senator Niehoff reported that Susan Higham Dahl, daughter ofBarbara and Robin Higham passed away this
morning. The Senate joinshim in expressing condolences to the family.

VIII. The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m.
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Budget Office

207 Anderson Hail
Manhattan. Kansas 66506-0106
VOICE: 913-532-6767
FAX; 913-532-6748

MEMORANDUM

TO: President Jon Wefald

FROM: John M. Stmve

JDATE: January 12, 1996

RE: Governor's FY 1996 and FY 1997Budget Recommendations

As you are aware. Governor BillGraves released his budgetrecommendations for FY
1996 and FY 1997 on January 8, 1996. This memo is a high-level summary of his
recommendadons affectingKansas State University.

Salary Increases! The Governor recommended a 2.5 percent merit increase for
unclassified staff and a 2.5 percent salary increase/or student employees, both with
a midyear effective date. Classified staff would receive a step increase of about 2.5
percent. He recommended continuing the longevity bonus program for classified staff
but restricted the scope of eligibility. The State's share of providing group health
insurance benefits for employees and dependents for FY 1996 has been reduced
through renegotiation with the health care provider. These savings will be carried
forward to nextfiscal year andused to finance part of the FY 1997 recommendations.

Tuition Accountabflitv: The Governorembraced the concept of tuitionaccountability
for Kansas State University and the University of Kansas as proposed by the Board
of Regents. This endorsement includes the assumption that KSU and KU will convert
to a linear mitionschedule in the fall of 1996. As a part of the tuition accountability
proposal, the Governor recommended a self-funded program enhancement of
$278,255 for instructional equipmentand OOE.

Other Operating Expenditures fOOE) Tncreasef?: No increase in base OOE funding
was recommended.
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Governor*s Budget Recommendations
January 12, 1996
Page 2

Program Enhancements: Two program enhancements were recommended by the Governor.
Both are self-funded from tuition revenue. The enhancements are for Main Campus instructional
equipment and OOE support in the amount of$278,255 (as referenced earlier in this memo) and
for increased faculty staffing at the Veterinary Medical Center in the amount of $180,450. None
of the other program enhancements requested were recommended.

Capital Improvements! On a system-wide basis, the most significant capital improvement
recommendation is the Governor's support of the "15/15 EBF Plan." Under this plan, bonds
totaling more than $156 million would be issued in FY 1997 to address a wide variety of ADA,
life safety, classroom improvements, rehabilitation and repair, major remodeling and new.
construction needs. Combined with interest earnings, the total project costs would be more t-han
$163 million. Funding for the repayment of the bonds would come from the Educational Building
Fund.

For Kansas State University, the Governor recommended funding to complete the Library
Expansion Project in the amount of $2,100,000 and $1,630,000 for Library ExpansionProject
Furnishings and Equipment.

New Buildmg Operating Support: The entire New Building Operating Suppon request of
$407,108 was recommended. This funding willprovide support for the physical plant operation
ofthe Beach Museum ofArt and for the Farrell Library Ejqiansion.

Appropriation Line Consolidation: For Main Campus and K-State Salina, all State General Fund
appropriation lines were consolidated into a single line, including uxilities. The consolidation of
utilities and operating appropriations represents a major departure from past funding practices.
Besides utilities, this change will eliminate separate appropriations for the ^gineering Experiment
Station and for Graduate Teaching Assistantsalaries. It is believed that the expenditure limitation
for Graduate Teaching Assistant tuition waivers will also be eliminated. A good possibility exists
that FY 1997 appropriation bills will allow unencumbered State General Fund balances at the end
of a fiscal year to be carried forward to the next fiscal year, thus eliminating the "use it or lose
it" dynamic. Presumably this provision would become effective at the end of the current fiscal
year. These questions will be answeredwhenthe appropriationbill is introduced later this month.
Appropriation line configurations for Veterinary Medical Center and for Extension Systems and
Agriculture Research Programs were unchanged.

Tuition Supplemental Appropriation Request - FY 1996: We requested a supplemental
appropriation of $192,038 to replace less-than-anticipated mition revenue for FY 1996. The
Governor recommended the full amount.
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Utilities Supplemental Appropriation Request - FY 1996: To cover anticipated FY 1996
funding shortfalls for utilities, we requested $498,181 for Main Campus and $41,534 for K-State
Salina. Both amounts were recommended by the Governor.

Increased Spending Authority for Sponsored Research Overhead (SRO) Fund . FY 1996:
Anticipating increased grant activity, we requested an increase of $375,000 in the SRO
expenditure limitation for Main Campus and $100,000 for K-State Salina. Both increase requests
were included in the Governor's recommendations.

Federal Land Grant Funds ApproDriation Request - FY 1996: Federal land grant funding
appropriated by Congress for ESARP was $146,950 less rhan estimated and a request was
submitted for a FY 1996 supplemental appropriation. The Governor did not include our request
in his recommendations.

The State General Fund increase from FY 1996 to FY 1997 is 1.4percent when all subagencies
are combined. The combined General Use increase is 1.5 percent.

I have attached several pages of additional information that should be ofgeneral interest to you
about the Governor's FY 1997 budget recommendations.

If you or any of those receiving copies of this memo have questions, please call me at 2-6767.

c: President's Staff ^
Council of Academic Deans



KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Budget Office

Comparison of FY 1996 (Revised) to Governor's FY 1997 Recommendations - General Use
All Subagencies

January 22. 1996

Revised
FY 1996

Funding'

Governor's
FY 1997

Recommendation
Percent

Difference
Amount

Difference

MAIN CAMPUS:

State General Fund

General Fees Fund (Tuition)
Other

$80,393,150
37,716,666

125,000

$61,373,743
39,019,015

100,000

1.2%

3.5%

-20.0%

$960,593
1,302,127

(25,000)

Total Main Campus $116,235,038 $120,492,756 1.9% $2,257,720

VETERINARY MEDICAL CENTER:

State General Fund

General Fees Fund (Tuition)
Hospital and Diagnostic Lab Revenue Fund

$6,191,914
4,063,065
2,444,653

$6,152,366
4,257,999

2,325,926

-0.5%

4.6%

-4.9%

($39,546)
194,914

(116,927)

Total Veterinary Medical Center $14,699,652 $14,736,291 0.2% $36,439

EXTENSION SYSTEMS & AGRICULTURE RESEARCH PROGRAMS:

State General Fund

Federal Land Grant Revenue

$36,640,366
7,674,624

$39,602,991
7,214,334

2.5%

-6.0%

$962,625
(460,490)'

Total ESARP $46,515,190 $47,017,325 1.1% $502,135

K-STATE SALINA:
>

State General Fund

General Fees Fund (Tuition)
$4,492,317 2

613,191
$4,409,215

949,061

-1.6%

16.7%

($63,102)
135,690

Total K—State Salina $5,305,506 $5,356,296 1.0% $52,766

TOTAL. KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY:

State General Fund

General Fees Fund (Tuition)
Hospital and Diagnostic Lab Revenue Fund
Tederal Land Grant Revenue
Other

$131,917i747
42.593i164

2.444i653
7,674,624

125;000

$133,736,315
44,226,095

2,325,926
7,214,334

100,000

1.4%

3.6%

-4.9%

-6.0%

-20.0%

$1,620,566
1,632,931

(116.927)
(460,490)

(25.000)

Girand Total $164,755;566 $167,604,670 1.5% $2,649,062

NOTES:

1. Differences between FY 1996 amounts shown here and the FY 1996 published annual budget are attributable to changes in group health insurance,
general fees and utilities.

Z The FY 1996 State General Fund amount for Salina on page 74of the Governor lY 1997 Budget Report Volume 1 is in error and is overstated by S189.466.



^ STRATEGIC PLANNING COMMITTEE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE TEACHING AND LEARNING

CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

Growing enrollment pressures which may produce a 20% increase in enrollment
within the next five years.
Continued state commitment to Open Admissions.
Increasing concerns over the lengthening of student time-to-graduation.
University's commitment to development of general education courses.
Waning public and legislative confidence in higher education — both in terms of
its value and the accountability by which it expends current resources.
Rapid development of new technologies for the delivery and/or storage of
information and knowledge.
A state fiscal environment which finds higher education competing for stable or
even decreasing funds.
Possible implementation of "tuition retention" whereby enrollment growth can be
addressed and improvements in efficiency will produce real fiscal benefit to the
institution.

ISSUES TO CONSIDER

What can be done to encourage greater faculty involvement in and commitment
to the enhancement of undergraduate instruction and the establishment of an
ethos of instructional excellence in all programs?
How can we increase the involvement of senior faculty in the teaching of lower
division undergraduate courses?
What should be the role and priority undergraduate instruction in decisions
regarding hiring, salary, promotion and tenure? Should undergraduate
instruction receive increased priority? If so, how can this priority be balanced
with research/teaching?
What avenues can be provided to assist faculty in the development of
pedagogical skills? (e.g., opportunities for inservice assistance, sabbatical
opportunities focused upon enhancement of teaching skills, senior faculty
mentoring junior faculty, demonstrated teaching competence prior to hiring, etc.)
How might we increase opportunities for faculty to participate in teaching
enhancement activities via satellite and other distance learning modalities (e.g.,
seminars focused on disciplinary content or successful teaching methodologies)?
Should increased attention/resources be devoted to pedagogical training for
Graduate Teaching Assistants prior to their being assigned to undergraduate
classrooms. What level of "teaching expertise" should be expected and
demonstrated prior to being assigned to the classroom?
How do we recognize and effectively address the issue that different students
learn "best" via different instructional strategies? What role can technology play



in providing multiple instructional approaches?
How can we maximize incorporation of experiential education into the curricula
as an avenue by which students can practice and refine communication,
thinking, analysis and problem solving skills prior to graduation?
Are various curricula organized and structured in the most pedagogically sound
and efficient order? Are current prerequisites needed? Can material be
presented and learned in the traditional 8-semester, 120 credit hour format?
What steps can be taken to ensure that courses are offered efficiently yet often
enough to enable timely degree progress and graduation?
What should be the role of academic advising in the undergraduate experience
— especially now that computerized degree audits will replace what is now often
considered advising?

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GRADUATE EDUCATION AND RESEARCH

APPROACHES/ISSUES

1. Promote policies which ensure Kansas State graduate programs meet the highest
academic standards and prepare graduates well for the needs and opportunities of
the 21st century.

2. Appoint a Task Force on Opportunities and New Directions in Graduate Education
with a broad charge, including:

• Examine ways to increase opportunities for graduate students.

+ Consider new interdisciplinary graduate programs, some of which will cut
across colleges, to capitalize on faculty expertise and respond to new
opportunities and developments in the state of knowledge. (There will be a
close relationship to programs of research.)

+ Recognize the changing post-graduation expectations of graduates by
prospective employers in business and industry as well as in academia and
"reshape" graduate programs accordingly, while retaining their academic
integrity.

• Make recommendations concerning:

+ the structure of governance of graduate education for effectiveness,
efficiency, and quality assurance

+ the role of master's and doctoral level education at KSU and how Council
policies may affect each

• Examine ways to increase cooperation with the University of Kansas and other
appropriate institutions in offering advanced degrees, both in light of
diminishing resources and to take advantage of special expertise not available
at KSU.

• Examine distance learning options for degrees offered by KSU as well as in
collaboration with other institutions at the graduate level to ensure quality
education particularly in emerging disciplines.



3. Expand recruitment efforts to Increase quality and diversity of the graduate student
population.

• Support for recruitment efforts or initiatives; establish a greater number of
fellowships to attract top students from the national pool; increase and expand
programs to identify and recruit minority students.

4. Publicize the impact of Kansas State graduate programs on the well-being of the
state of Kansas: educational, government, and business leaders; practitioners;
teachers and faculty throughout the state; and highly trained employees and tax
payers.

5. Develop long term strategies for excellence in research and scholarship through
the Research Committee.

• In scientific areas, pay special attention to the 1995 National Critical
Technologies report and assess their relevance to Kansas State strengths and
needs.

6. Identify key disciplines that may be targeted for special emphasis and resources.

7. Publicize the profound impact of Kansas State research, in concert with teaching
and professional service, on the economy of Kansas.

8. Explore needs for expansion of interdisciplinary research programs tied to
graduate programs and targeted for support.

9. Expand incentive programs for the development of new group efforts that are
competitive and that challenge the forefront.

10. Continue to build the core infrastructure, from laboratories and support facilities to
libraries, giving faculty the capability to perform research and scholarship at a high
level, and contributing to the educational mission of the university.

11. Enhance statewide cooperation in research programs, including EPSCOR, to best
utilize resources within the state to be highly competitive on the national level.

12. Continued marketing of research strengths to industrial sectors in Kansas and
beyond, such as to secure additional research funds in support of this mission of
the university.

13. Enhanced commercialization of university intellectual property.
14. Develop a major equipment fund from State General funds to continue building a

competitive infrastructure that enhances the research and graduate education
programs needed for excellence.

15. Continue to recognize and publicize the accomplishments of faculty scholarship.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MULTICULTURAL & INTERNATIONAL

CONTEXT

1. Growing numbers of multicultural and international students.
2. Growing internationalization of business.
3. Students must learn to live and work with multicultural and international individuals.
4. Need to develop a campus community that reflects demographic and economic



changes at the local, national and international level.
5. Need to increase interconnectivity between people from different cultures.
6. All activities on campus need to reflect these trends.
7. Need to increase the sense of belonging for all students.
8. Improve the use of technology to access nationally and internationally individuals
from other cultures.

9. Develop campus role models for diversity.

APPROACHES/ISSUES

1. How do international and multicultural aspects of the university contribute to the other
aspects of the university's mission (instruction, research, etc.)?
2. How does KSU prepare students and the State to respond to global opportunities?
3. How does this land-grant institution provide access and equity to the less
advantaged citizens of our State in an era of decreasing financial opportunity and
increasing gap between rich and poor?
4. What quality issues are involved in multicultural and international affairs? How can
they contribute to the quality improvement of KSU?
5. We need to develop creative ways of enabling KSU to effectively relate in more
positive ways with those communities that are dominated by people of color.
6. The traditional colleges, schools, and departments within KSU must rethink and
restructure their basic "behavioral modes" in order to align themselves with the
demands of the contemporary demographics of the State, country and global
populations.
7. How do we assess the impact of the political ethos on policies, programs and
procedures on multicultural and international activities?
8. How do we offset the impact of declining budgetary allocations/resources on diversity
efforts such as recruitment, retention and programs that build and enhance an inclusive
campus environment?
9. Assess campus climate so that everyone feels a sense of belonging.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

*IN THE BROADEST SENSE, TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER IS THE APPLICATION OF
KNOWLEDGE TO THE SOLUTION OF SOCIETAL PROBLEMS.

1. Technology is not the ultimate social panacea. The university must play an active
role in evaluating the social and economic impact of all forms of technology transfer in
order to maximize the benefits of economic growth and development for the people of
Kansas.

2. As the university becomes involved in various forms of technology transfer, it must do
so as a fully participating partner, not simply as a source of expertise.
3. To facilitate technology transfer, it is incumbent on university faculty and
administrators to develop mechanisms that increase activity in this area and reward ^ ^
participants for their efforts. Inherent in this process is the need to manage conflicts of



interest and time commitment in a manner that optimizes benefits to the faculty and the
university.
4. Ifthe university is to provide assistance to the state in the area of knowledge
transfer, as well as in evaluating the impact of new knowledge, many existing university
structures will have to be reconfigured and traditional practices redesigned.
5. New approaches to technology transfer should have positive impacts on
undergraduate and graduate education, providing students with real-world experience.
Obvious examples include internships and research and development experience.
6. In all sectors of the university there are opportunities to participate in activities related
to technology transfer. The only limits are imposed by the imagination of faculty
members. To be sure, some areas may hold (or appear to hold) more opportunity than
others.

7. Given the differences between academic disciplines, mechanisms used to facilitate
participation in the process of technology transfer will vary greatly.
8. As departments become involved in new ways of using knowledge for the benefit of
society, fresh approaches to curriculum development will emerge.
9. The activities outlined above will lead to enhanced resources for individual faculty
members, departments, colleges, and the university as a whole.



SUMMARY OF WORK RELATED TO VISION2020
AND STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR THE UNIVERSITY
OF THE FUTURE AT KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY

SPRING 1996

CURRENT PLANNING ACTIVITIES, In April the K-State Strategic
Planning Committee (SPC) will present areport on The University of the Future.
This report will look atthe University over ten to twenty years, identify major

objectives, and suggest key operational strategies.^ May, KSU will report to the Board of Regents on the ways in which we are realizing
Its concept ofachanging futoe articulated in Vision 2020 as weU as implementing the
Revert Principles on Improving the Teaching and Learning Environment.,
We are making every effort tokeep our planning activities synchronized. K-State will
move into FY97 with anumber ofmajor initiatives underway. Aspects ofour work
during the spring 1996 semester are summarized below.

STRATEGIC PLANNING. During the academic year, the SPC has been looking
Future. The objective is to delineate the characteristics of

_K^U during the next ten to tw^fyy^s. Four working groups wiU make preliminary
report at afaculty retreat 19 January 1996. These reports include under graduate
teaching and learning, graduate education and research, multicultural and
mtemational issues, and technology transfer. The reports ofthese four subcommittees,
togeAer with input from coUege planning committees and individual faculty members,
will be discussed by the SPC inFebruary andMarch and provide the basis for a tinal
report in April.

IMPLEMENTING VISION 2020.
1. On the assumption that abond issue will provide funds to deal with "crumbling
classrooms," the Provostand Vice PresidentforAdministration and Finance are
heading agroup to inventory conditions atKSU. Included in the analysis are key
variables such as new teaching technologies, the changing curriculum, scheduling
issues, demographics, the research iiUBrastructure and the like. The group will solicit
acul^ input on instructional and research needs as they relate to space requirements

and advice from related University committees. The group will establish a priority list
ofrooms to be repaired. These activities are directly related to item one in Vision
2020.

2. Faculty Senate President John Havlin and Provost Jim Coffinan have appointed a
project team to develop recommendations for three curricularAnstructional initiatives
m response to item onein Vision 2020. Thisgroup will reportinApril. At the same
toe. ProvostCotoan and the Oftice of Educational Advancement willmeetwith each
Dean and college curriculum committee to discuss the development of a new and more
realistic context in which to rethink andredesign the currictdum.



3. In order to moreeffectively evaluate teaching and learning and the personalized
allocation of time, talent and effort, departmental guidelines defining criteria and
standards for axmual evaluations of faculty are being reviewed and revised. These
activities are related to items two and three in Vision 2020.

4. In keepingwith the increasedemphasis on optimizing the match between the
allocation of faculty time and talent (see items two and three in Vision 2020), and the
KSU Faculty Senate's recent legislation concerning **chronic low achievers," we are
revising the faculty evaluation process (previously based on comparisons between
individuals) to a comparison of individuals with a set of goals and expectations
(developed annually for each faculty mexnber). While many departments already use
this general approach, a workshop for department heads and deans is scheduled for
February. —

5. A team firom the Dental Schoolat Indiana Universi^/Purdue Universi^ at
Indianapolis will visit KSU 29 February-1 March to discuss their experience with
Activity Based Costing as a support tool in the process of revising and fine tuning
academic programs and administrative activities. The COCAO will attend a session on
I March. At a later date, we hope to invite a senior administrator from the University
of Indiana at Bloomington on campus to discuss the application ofActivity Based •
Costing on a universi^-wide basis. These activities relate to items one and five of
Vision 2020 as well as having implications for developing more effective strategies
for the allocation of faculty time and talents, and in rethinking the curriculum and how
it is taught and learned.

6. The Provost and Vice Presidents, along with appropriate staff, will examine the
possibility of internally relabeling the budget to reflect strategic and operational
objectives and priorities. They will present a preliminary report by mid-April. In
addition, they will establish a working group to identify administrative activities that
make excessive demands on faculty time and suggest ways to correct the situation.
These activities are related to item two in Vision 2020.

7. In order to carry out the mandates in item four of Vision 2020, we will obtain
information concerning the most expensive and time consuming administrative
activities and processes at the department, college and/or university level and propose
ways to simplify or eliminate these activities. This process needs to be completed by
mid-April.

Revised 22 Jantuxry 1996



Faculty Senate Committee on University Planning
January 23, 1996

Members present: Mickey Ransom, Rich Gallagher. Ken Klabunde, Tony Crawford, Larry Farmer, Sue
Maes, Rose McMurphy, Bob Poresky.

Guests: Elizabeth Unger. Clinton Owensfcy.

1. Approval of minutes
Regarding the November 21, 1995 minutes, Tony Crawford asked that the portion of the minutes that
discussed:'administrative survey of teacliing loads" bechanged to reflect thefact that the library faculty do
not have teaching loads vs. "no report" as it was stated. Maes moved approval of the minutes with the
change. Klabunde second Minutes were approved.

2. Proposed charges for dial-up SLIP access
Dr. Unger addressed the group concerning proposed charges for dial-up SLIP access for the KSU
computing system. Currently the University has 64 SLIP connections for faculty to dial into campus and
cormect to the Internet. By July 1, 128 SLIP compatible lines with 28.8 kilobytes will be available. To
help cover the costs of this expansion the University proposes the following cost reimbursement plan for
faculty and students:

1) $10/month for 50 hours of SLIP service connection time plus $.50/hour after
2) $25/month for 100 hours plus $.50/hour after.
3) Departments could buy a line for $110/month that would be unmetered usage and only certain

ZD's could access tliis line

This new charge can be billed by the month, year or semester. She estimates that 1000 users will pay for
the service.

Currently 1400 users log on each month to this service for use of the computing system witli the average
user using 10 hours or less per week. Over 1,650 individuals have user id's. The number of users are
expected to continue to rise and KSU has peaked its capacity with the current dial-up s\stem. It is almost
impossible to log on during normal working hours. Current availability is between 2am and 6am.

The proposed KSU rates as compared to commercial vendors:
MCI $11.95 for 15 hours service plus $.50/liour after
America On Line $9.95 for 10 hours plus $2.95/hour after
Flint Hills Computer Systems $15 for 200 hours plus $.20/hour after

This proposal was shown to CITAC which is a non-voting advisory group.

As Dr. Unger presented tlie situation she explained that: 1) we can do nothing; 2) we must find
replacement $'s for an approved system; 3)individuals could buy the service from a common carrier,
4) KSU could invite a vendor to run the campus. WSU has contracted with MCI to run their service. The
university would be responsible for providing the space for equipment, repairing the equipment and then
would bill MCI for their e.xpense. MCI would provide 24 hour help to users. Currently KSU provides 60
hours/per week of assistance and hopes to go to 24 hours/day. The campus goal is to have everyone on
the net.

Dr. Owensby presented the following concerns: If felt it was unfair to tax individuals in the following
situations: Faculty who work from their home, students who are required to connect to the Internet for
class work, and faculty who travel to meetings or are conducting research around the world. In all cases
they need access. He felt tliat the proposed charges would pro\ide a negative incentive for faculty and



students, especially in the expanding distance learning area. He also worried that it would hurt
departments without resources.

Dr. Unger said that the charge system was an economic consideration. At WSU eveiyone will pay $12.95
for 20 hours.. KU $30/year; ISU $10/month. North Carolina State $15/mo.

Dr. Owenslw proposed that the stale legislature support Internet connectivity.

FSCOUP agreed to go back to their constitutes for input and the chair will go back to Executive
Committee of the Senate. The chair will also notify the student government representative.

3. Report from the Strategic Planning Committee
Ken Klabunde presented an update on the "Strategic Planning" process. He said the Faculty Senate
retreat went well. He distributed copies of ideas which came out of the meeting. Deadlines that affect
FSCOUP are as follows: CCOUP's \vill take the retreat information and write a report to send to
FSCOUP. By March 1 FSCOUP should review the material and prepare a response to tlie Strategic
Planning Committee. Mickey will talk to Curtis Kastner about firm dates and expectations.

4. Update on KSURF reorganization
The request to form an ad hoc committee to investigate recent KSURF actions was discussed. Members
felt that FSCOUP should not be a probing body. If the Executive Committee of Faculty Senate wished to
investigate the actions and appoint a committee, they should go ahead outside of FSCOUP.

5 The "Intellectual Property Agreement" presented \jy Ron Trewyn will be discussed at the February 6
meeting.. _

Meeting was adjourned at 5:I5pm.

FSCOUP will meet again February 6 and 20 at 3:30 PM in Union 209.



ENHANCING TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS

WORKSHOP

Topic: ASSESSINGSTUDENTLEARNING

Speaker: Dr. Thomas A. Arigelo, Director - Assessment Forum
American Association ofHigher Education
Washington, D.C.

Dr. Angela is a nationalexpert on assessment of learningand has written
extensively on the subject. He will discuss basic principles as well as needed
changes in assessment of learning in higher education. He is a dynamic speaker
and willengage and challenge participants to reassessassessment of learning.

When:

Where:

Who:

March 8, 1996
1:00 - 4:00 pm

Big 8 Room, K-State Union

Faculty and Graduate Students

Registration: At the door (no preregistration needed)

Contact: JohnHavlin (2-7211)
Vicki Clegg (2-7828)

Sponsored throu^ a grant from the USDA-Higher Education Challenge Grant Program. College ofAgriculture. Kansas State Umversfty
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Improving Classroom Assessment
to Improve Learning: Guidelines
from Research and Practice
Thomas A. Angelo

Academics are celebrated for disputing and disagreeing with one another. And tra
dition dictates that faculty and administrators take contrary positions on virtually
all questions of academic import. So. when faculty leaders and administrators ac

tually do agree on a major academic issue—and. even more remarkably, find themselves
on the same side of the fence with politicians, bureaucrats, and business leaders—itis an
occurrence rarer than the grand alignment of the planets. It behooves us to note, therefore,

When faculty "do assessment," they are usually motivated
by a laudable personal andprofessional commitment

to understand and improve learning.

that for more thana decade, highereducation opinion leaders of all stripes, government
officials, regional accreditation associations, andpublications suchasAssessment Update
have each and all urged college teachers to view and use assessment as a means to im
prove the quality of student learning.

In response, facultyon hundredsof campuses haveenduredspeeches, laboredin work
shops, and convened at conferences on assessment. They have involved themselves in
seminars, committees, and task forces. They haveproducedplans, projects, publications,
and evidenceof progress. Through these many anddiverse efforts, typically led by fac
ulty—and often encouraged and sponsored by administrators—thousands have become
familiarwith,andsometimes expen in,assessment methods. Many haveadapted existing
methods to fit the particular needs of their campuses. Others have developed new ap
proaches and techniques. All this despite thefact that, in most institutions, engaging in as
sessment activities neither earns one extra compensation nor counts in tenure or promotion
decisions. Thus, when faculty "do assessment," they are usuallymotivatedby a laudable
personal and professional commitment to understand and improve learning.

Classroom Assessment: The Good News

Given that commitment, it is not surprising that manycollege teachershave shown inter
est in Classroom Assessment (CA). As Steadman (1995, 13-14) put it. "One reason for
Classroom Assessment's widespread appeal is that it capitalizes on teachers' existing

Note: We are grateful to Consulting Editor Thomas A. Angelo forconceptualizingand assembling

this special issue on Classroom Assessment.—Editor
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motivation to teach as well as theycan... it is an intrinsically rewarding activity." In brief.
CA is a .simple method—anda series of related techniques—facultyuse to collect feed
back, earlyandoften, onhowwell theirstudents are learning. Itspurpose is toprovide in
formation and insights needed to adjustand improve teaching and learning as theyoccur
(see Angelo, 1994a. for a fullerdescriptionand examples).

Just how widespread is faculty involvement in CA? Since K. Patricia Cross and I be
gan work on this approach in 1986,1 have led over 100 workshops involving more than
10,000 faculty, andabout5,000othershavetaken part in teleconferences. Crosshasspo
ken to morethan20.000 academics on thistheme. And in five summerinstitutes, wepre
parednearly 400workshop andcampus project leaders, manyof whom nowalsoregularly
present talks and workshopson CA. The demand for training in CA, which began in the
community colleges, has spread to four-yearcolleges, comprehensive state universities,
and even a few research universities.

In print, CAhas hadwide dispersion as well, withmorethan 15,000 copies of theorigi
nalCA techniques (CATs) handbook (Cross and Angelo. 1988) and 20,000 copies of the
second edition (Angelo andCross, 1993) published. The number of articles, reports, disser-
tadonsandtheses, newsletter blurbs, andevenvideotapes onCA hasgrown steadily. Given
all this, I suspect that, among instrucdonal innovadons of thelastdecade, onlywriting across
the curriculum and cooperadvelearninghavehad a wider distributionamongfaculty.

The good news, then, is that thousands of college teachers across the country have
made and are makinggood useof CA by adapdngand developingsimple toolsto get feed
back on students' learning, and that they are using that feedback to make adjustments in
the classroom. And it appears to be working. Studies of the impact of CA (Kelly, 1993;
Kalina and Catlin, 1994; Steadman, 1995) indicate positive effects on teaching and

(continued on page 12)

Call for Contributions

The editor welcomes short articles and news items for Assessment Update. Guide
lines follow for those who would like to contribute articles on outcomes assess

ment in higher education.

• Content: Pleasesend an account of your experience with assessment in higher
education. Include concrete examples of practice and results.

• Audience: Assessment Update readers are academic administrators, campus as
sessment practitioners, institutional researchers, and faculty from a variety of
fields. All types of institutionsare represented in the readership.

• Style: A report, essay, news story, or letter to the editor would be welcome.
Limited references can be printed; however, tables cannot be included.

• Format: In addition to standard manuscripts, news may be contributed via
telephone call, outline, or letter. The standard manuscript format is a 60-space
line with 25 lines per page. If word processing is used, please submit a 3
diskette and three paper copies of your article. WordPerfect 5.1 or 6.0 is
preferred.

• Length: Articles should be four to eight typed, double-spaced pages (1,000-
2,000 words). Short news items for the Calendar, Events, Memos. With FIPSE

Support, and Book Review sections may be 100-500 words in length. Annota
tions of recent publications for the Resources feature should be about 50-100
words long.

• Copyright: Articles shall not have been registered for copyright or published
elsewhere prior to publication in Assessment Update.

• Deadlines: Each issue is typically planned four months before its publication.
Future deadlines for submitting articles are February 1 (May-June 1996 issue),
April 1 (July-August 1996 issue), and June I (September-October 1996 issue).

Please address all contributions to Trudy W. Banta. Editor, Assessment Update.
Rm. 140 Administration Bldg.. 355 N. Lansing St., Indianapolis, IN 46202-2896. •
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Classroom Assessment
(continuedfrom page 2)

learning behavior and on student and
teacher satisfaction.

... And the Bad News

So what is the bad—or, at least, less inspir
ing—news? First, these studies, as well as
our own observations and those of many
colleagues, suggest that simple exposure to
CAandepisodic useof CATsdoes little to
changethe deeper habits of teaching and
learning. For example, in my experience,
very few teachers systematically record and
make use of the insights gained from their
use of CATs over time, and fewer still ap
ply what they are learning to revise their
syllabi or exams. Althoughwe expected
that many faculty would use CA as a step
ping stone to more systematic, ongoing
classroom research, few have done so. Stu

dents also apparently find it difficult to
build CATs and lessons learned from them

into their repertoires of learningandstudy
skillsor to transferCA strategies learnedin
one course to another. Second, individual
teachers' CA projects havebeenvery diffi
cult to link to departmental, program, and
institutional assessment efforts. And, third,

CAgroups oncampuses have been difficult
to maintain over time, often sputtering out
after two or three years. In other words, for
individual teachers, groups of faculty, and
students. CA has typically been an add-on
activity, rather than one fully integrated
into—and transforming—their practice.

If I am correct in characterizing the im
pact of CA on many individuals andcam
puses as fairly wide but not particularly
deep or long-lasting, what are the main
reasons for that? And how might we make
it a deeper, longer-lasting, more effective
force for learning improvement?

Why Classroom Assessment Has
Not Been Particularly Deep

or Long-Lasting

There are three major reasons why CA has
been less effective than it might have been,
and might yet become. First, as Steadman
(1995, p. 20) pointed out, CA workshops
and materials too often focus on the whats

and hows of the approach, offering teach
ers definitions, simple techniques to adapt
and apply,andexamples of their use. By
contrast, the whys, the theory- and re
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search-based underpinnings of CA, are

largely ignored. Second, faculty CA efforts
are rarely intentionally connected to and
embedded in the larger instructional sys
tems of departments and institutions. And,
third, the ways in which campus CA pro
jects are organizedoften fail to buildon
lessons learned from practice about suc
cessful instructional innovations.

In the remaining sections, I make some
suggestions for addressing these three
issues and improving the practice of CA.
In doing so, I draw on earlier work (An-
gelo, 1993; Angelo. 1994b), inwhich the
relevant references can be found. But

many similar, more eloquently stated, and
broader assessment guidelines can be
found in Banta (1993), Hutchings (1993),

and Marchese (1994).

Connecting Classroom Assessment
Practice to Research on Learning

Equipped with some knowledge of the
basic research on learning from psychol
ogy, cognitive science, and higher educa
tion that informs CA—an understandingof
why andhow feedback matters, forexam
ple—faculty are likely to be more moti
vated to give assessment the time and
attentionit requires.Armedwithguidelines
from research, collegeteachers can identify
those variables that matter most in promot
ing learning, and onwhich, therefore, they
can most productivelyfocus their assess
ments. And once they have developed a
general, conceptual understanding oflearn
ing, faculty find iteasier totransfer and ap
ply what they have learned—to move
beyond the few simple CATs they have
been taught in workshops and to develop
their own, contextually valid assessment
approaches.

In this limited space, it is impossibleto
provide faculty orfaculty developers with
even an introduction to the research that
can inform and improve CA practice.
K. Patricia Cross and Mimi Harris Stead-
man are presently finishing a book, to be
published in fall 1996, designed to do just
that. In the meantime, Angelo and Cross
(1993) andAngelo (1993) may beofsome
help. Nonetheless, asa quick example of
the relevance of research to practice, let me
offer a list of research findings that could
serveas focalpointsforCAefforts. These
represent ten of the most powerful "pres
sure points" wehave for improving learn

ingquality. Aftereach finding (why), I
suggest a possible CA focus (what) and
strategy (how). Then, in parentheses. Igive ^
thename of a CAT(seeAngelo andCross, 1
1993) that mightbe useful.

Ingeneral, we know that students leam
more when they

Are actively engaged in their academic
work. Ask students to stop periodicallyas
theystudyor listen to a lecture, say,every
10 or 15 minutes, and to write brief com

ments on how actively they are attending
and on what they have just understood
(Punctuated Lecture).

Set and maintain high but realistic ex
pectations. Find out whatstudents expect
to leam from your course and seehow well
their learning goals match your teaching
goals (Goal Matching and Ranking).

Pay attention totheir own ways ofwork
ing so that they can monitor, direct, and
redirect their energiesand attention. Have
students keepa logof theiracademic work
for a few days, focusing on the specific
studystrategies and techniques theyuse
(DiagnosticLearning Log).

Askfor, provide, andmake use of regu
lar, timely, specificfeedback. Getstudents
into the habit of regularly writing down an ^
important question they have on the mate
rial. provide responses to the mostcom
mon questions, and thenget feedback on
what students actually do with those re
sponses (Minute Paper orMuddiest Point).

Connect new information topriorknowl
edge. Use asimple questionnaire to find out
what studentsknowor believeaboutspecific
topics before you begin teaching those top
ics(Background Knowledge Probe).

Organize whatthey are learning inper-
sonallv meaningful and academically ap
propriateways. Have students draw maps,
graphs, orcharts to show meaningful con
nections among the ideas and information
they are learning (Concept Maps).

Lookfor andexperiment with real-world
applications ofwhat they arelearning in the
classroom. Ask students simply to write
down two or three possible applications to
their other classes, their work, their home
lives, or the like (Applications Card).

Work regularly andproductively with
their instructors. Have a colleague ask
your students to write down specific exam- ^
pies of how you help them learn, hinder ^
their learning, and might help them im
prove theirlearning. Ask thatcolleague to
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then share a summary of students' re
sponses with you (Group Informal Feed
back on Teaching).

Work regularly and productively with
other students. Teach students to assess

theirown and their team members' group
process skills (Groupwork Evaluation).

Invest as much time and high-quality
effort as possible in their work. Provide
students with a form for keeping track of
both the quantity and quality of their
study time during one week (Productive
Study Time Logs).

Connecting Classroom Assessment
to the Department and Institution

As I noted above, it has been very difficult
to connect the CA efforts of individual fac

ulty to ongoing assessment efforts at the
departmental and institudonal levels. Here
I suggest only one way that such vertical
linkages might be forged, although there
are many other approaches. First, if all fac
ulty in a given department or in the whole
institution identify theirmost important in
structional goals and the learningoutcomes
they most value, using the same frame
work and language, it can help instructors
see their individual aims in the larger con
text.This kind of exercise, followed up by
well-organized discussions, can lead to de
cisions to focusindividual CA projectson
a finite numberof critical common goals.
The Teaching Goals Inventory (Angelo
and Cross. 1993) is one simple and effi
cient means for identifyingand clarifying
individual and group instructional goals.

Making Campus Classroom
Assessment Efforts More Effective

Over the past few years, I have noticed that
thosecampus CA efforts that persevered
and prospered had cenain characteristics in
common. My strong sense is that the char
acteristicsof successful CA programs are
similar to the characteristics of successful

institutional assessment programs, teach
ing improvement programs, and other aca
demic innovations aimed at improving
educational quality (Angelo, 1994b).

The most successful, long-lasting CA
programs

Are embedded in and connected to the

institutionalculture. They support and re
inforcethe institution's particular mission,
goals, academic programs, and culture of
teachingand learning. For example, if CA

is not an acceptable term on campus, they
use another. If developing learning com
munities is the major academic thrust, they
embed CA in that ongoing effort, rather
than launch a new. parallel initiative.

Plan and program for the long-term.
They engage in a very small number of
significant and sustainable projects, build
ing in adequate support for follow-up ac
tivities, assessment, and revision from the

beginning.

Offer a range ofincentives, both intrin
sic and extrinsic, to motivate faculty to in
vest their time and energies. They offer
incentives that faculty value and that can
be sustained throughout the course of the
initiative. That may mean, for example,
offering committee service credit, work-
study student assistants, or travel stipends
rather than release time or honoraria.

Benefitfrom strong, stable, and continu
ing administrative support. One administra
tor. often a dean or academic vice president,
is responsibleand accountablefor providing
the support faculty need to succeed.

Are led by well-respected, competent
individuals with strong academic creden
tials and good interpersonal skills. These
are typically senior faculty members.

Help faculty develop skills and knowl
edge that they can adapt and apply to their
specific disciplines, courses, and students.
This means focusing more attention and re
sources from the start on discipline-spe
cific efforts than on generic ones.

By using lessons learned from research
on effective teaching and learning, as well
as lessons drawn from the practice of in
structional and faculty development, we
can help college teachers improve the ef
fectiveness of their assessment efforts and,

as a consequence, improve the quality of
their students' learning.

Three articles in this issue exemplify the
kind of effective, well-informed, "deep" ap
proaches to CA we ought to be promoting.
Anita Gandolfo and Curtis Carver, for ex

ample. have taken CA out of the classroom
and into students' study time—where it
may be even more valuable—through the
use of electronic mail. Charles J. Walker

has focused his efforts on melding assess
ment process and course content, creating a
new CAT that intertwines with and rein

forces the groupwork skills and concepts to
be learned as it assesses students' learning
of them. Barbara E. Walvoord and Virsinia
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Anderson, by contrast, have developed not
a technique but a broad approach to revi-
sioning grades as a source of CA data—and
a way of gaining double benefit from work
we all already do.
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