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Agenda: All College Meeting, October 18, 2005 
 
Call to Order 
Adoption of the Agenda 
Nomination Committee Report: Duane McPherson 
                Presentation of Nominees for Faculty Personnel Committee 
                Presentation of Nominees for Committee on Nominations 
                Call for additional nominations for Committee on Nominations 
                 
Ken Levison on current Geneseo budget allocations 
 
Adjournment 
 

Agenda for Senate Meeting on October 18, 2005 
 
Call to Order 
Adoption of the Agenda 
Senate Reports 
Chair      Maria Lima 
President               Christopher Dahl 
Provost     Kate Conway-Turner 
Vice Chair     Dennis Showers 
Treasurer     Barbara Welker 
University Senator   Bill Gohlman 
Vice President, Student Association      Tessa Cassidy 
 
Reports of the Standing Committees of the Senate 
Undergraduate Curricula  Meg Stolee 
Undergraduate Policies   Ed Wallace 
Graduate Academic Affairs              Doug Mackenzie  
Student Affairs     Matthew Pastizzo 
Faculty Affairs     Jane Morse 
 
Old Business 
New Business 
Adjournment 
 
Announcements 
Candidates for the Faculty Personnel Committee 
 
The Committee on Nominations, chaired by Duane McPherson, has determined that the 
following individuals should be placed on the ballot for election to the Faculty Personnel 
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Committee (for a two-year term beginning January 1, 2006). Of these candidates three will be 
elected: 
 
Kenneth Asher Professor English 
Larry Blackman Professor Philosophy 
Patrice Case Associate Professor Arts 
Rose-Marie Chierici Associate Professor Anthropology 
Ronald Herzman Distinguished Teaching Professor English 
Harold Hoops Professor Biology 
Donald Marozas Professor Education 
Robert Owens Distinguished Teaching Professor Communicative Disorders & Sciences 
Dennis Showers Professor Education 
Eugene Stelzig Distinguished Teaching Professor English 
   
   
   
   
   
 
Candidates for the Committee on Nominations 
 
There currently are no nominations for the Committee on Nominations. Nominees must be 
members of the teaching faculty. Please contact Duane McPherson (Mcpherso@geneseo.edu). 

 

Minutes of the College Senate, 20 September 2005 

 
Present: I. Alam, D. Anderson, S. Bailey, A. Bautista, J. Bearden, I. Belyakov, S. Bosch, S. 
Bossung, T. Cassidy, J. Chester, E. Chun, R. Coloccia, K. Conway-Turner, C. Dahl, G. 
Drake, R. Eckstrom, M. Eisenstein, D. Farthing, B. Fearn, J. Forbes, C. Geiger, R. Gifford, E. 
Gillin, B. Gohlman, G. Gouvernet, D. Granger, G. Hartvigsen, K. Hinman, H. Hoops, D. 
Johnson, K. Kenyon, K. Levison, D. Levy, M. Lima, D. Mackenzie, K. Mapes, R. McEwen, 
J. McLean, K. Merrill-Pitcher, L. Meyer, B. Morgan, J. Morse, A. Muia, J. Over, M. Pastizzo, 
R. Pretzer, S. Radi, D. Robertson, C. Rowley, A. Rutkowski, S. Schwartz, D. Showers, G. 
Silverman, A. Smith, A. Stanley, E. Stelzig, M. Stolee, J. Strohl, M. Sutherland, G. Towsley, R. 
Vasiliev, E. Wallace, A. Weibel, B. Welker, J. Williams, A. Yasetskiy, L. Zipp 
  
GUESTS:  K. Trainor, S. West, C. Wilson 
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Call to Order 
 
Chair Lima called the meeting to order at 4.04PM. 
 
 
Adoption of the Agenda 
 
The agenda was adopted unanimously without amendments or corrections.  
 
 
Adoption of the Minutes of April 19th, 2005 (Bulletin #17, page 182-189) 
 
The minutes were adopted unanimously without additions or corrections.  
 
 
Senate Reports 
 
Chair               
 
Chair Lima announced that Dennis Showers had won the recent election for Vice-Chair.  
 
Page 3 of the Bulletin lists a date of 14 October for Excellence Awards nominations. Lima 
asked the Senate if this would allow enough time for the process. R. Pretzer (Coordinator, 
Photographic Services hoped this would guarantee enough time to complete observations. Lima 
clarified that the current deadline was actually for sending in letters of nomination; observation 
comes later. Pretzer observed that 14 October was a historically late date. Lima replied that we 
have also not had had a Vice-Chair until quite late this year, and the Vice-Chair normally 
organizes the Excellence Awards.  
 
E. Wallace (Mathematics) saw a bigger problem: getting materials ready for submission.  
 
Lima called on President Dahl to address this issue, since he had previously stressed that we 
could not give up on awards even without the Vice-Chair. Dahl agreed that Wallace had a good 
point. Dahl thought we could safely move the deadline for the nominations back from 14 
October, which is after Fall Break; he suggested that we require it to be ready by the end of 
business on the Thursday before Break, 6 October. Laura Wrubel in the President’s Office and  
J. Perry in the Provost’s Office can help the new Vice-Chair. Dahl added that we needed to 
publicize the nominations to remind students that they, too, are encouraged to submit 
nominations.  Description of all the awards can be found on the Senate Webpage. 
 
W. Gohlman (History) said that Lima as Chair could set a date even though Senate could 
object. Dahl thought that Lima could test the sense of the meeting about when to set the date; 
Lima has the prerogative to set the date. Lima reminded the Senate about the lengthy process of 
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publicizing, but she said she would adhere to the consensus of the Senate if they were 
comfortable with it.  
 
 
President     
 
1. Dahl welcomed the Senate back to campus. He thanked both J. Zook (Psychology) and D. 
Showers (School of Education) for running for Vice-Chair.  
 
2. We have excellent new students and faculty. In particular, Dahl introduced our visiting ACE 
Fellow, Dr Charles Wilson of Old Dominion University. Wilson is observing all of Geneseo’s 
processes in action. He has already made valuable contributions to Cabinet discussions, and the 
Provost will involve him in Academic Affairs Issues. 
 
3. Geneseo actually received a Budget before summer vacation, and it is a relatively good one. 
Dahl said that the College is responding to new funding allocation method, BAP II, discussed at 
the recent Senate Executive Committee meeting.  This year, the SUNY System is also asking us 
to make actual budget requests—real requests for additional money. Vice-President Levison 
will present a detailed Budget Report in October at All-College Meeting.  
 
This will be a good year to ask for new things and a good year for advocacy in the System. The 
Acting Chancellor appears to be open to this process. Our needs are very important, and 
parties involved in the process agree that we need to be asking for certain things for our Budget. 
 
4. The College has been engaged in Mission Review II. The System sent back their response to 
the Mission Review document which we submitted last year.  The Provost is drafting a response 
which we will share with the Executive Committee—this lengthy process will culminate in a 
MOU guiding the next five years of the College. We are discussing possible ways to fund and 
support our mission as an Honors College (which will require more faculty lines and better 
compensation).  We are talking about ways of getting targeted funding to get us to where our 
plans take us. 
 
5. Over the summer, we met with candidates for Vice-President for Advancement, and we are 
actively moving ahead with the selection process. After 11 years at Geneseo both as Provost 
and President, Dahl sees fundraising significant sums of private money as increasingly important.  
 
6. The new Science Building is still on schedule. The Building’s patio (above what used to be 
Blake D and E) may actually be ready for use in a week or two.  Construction will be closed in 
by the time the snow comes and should be done by March. The biologists and geologists would 
then be able to move into the new building over the summer, allowing the physicists and 
chemists to move into Bailey while we renovate Greene. 
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7. There is still time to sign up for the first Deliberative Dialogue on 26 September. Senators are 
urged to participate. 
 
8. Dahl announced that he has released a general memo on the College’s response to Hurricane 
Katrina, stressing focused action to provide people with what they really need. Students, 
Faculty, staff, in conjunction with local community (the Village and Livingston County) have 
come together for this purpose and will try to adopt a community in Louisiana or Mississippi  
 
Events like this are epochal, troubling, and jolting. In response, there are things that we as a 
liberal arts college need to deal with emotionally, charitably, intellectually, and politically. As part 
of this effort, a 30 October Teach-In will present individual community members’ responses to 
the disaster and allow us to discuss its meaning. How do we feel connected to community? 
What has the federal and state response been like? Has there been a difference in treatment and 
experience of hurricane survivors and relief efforts based on race or class? Our College 
community, Dahl stressed, needs to talk about this event in interesting and meaningful ways.  
 
Provost                
 
The Provost added her welcome to the Senate. She urged everyone to welcome new faces on 
campus and to help them adjust to life at Geneseo.  She then reported the following: 
 
1. Renovations on Milne Library this summer have created a more open space, with services 
easier to find and staff stationed to provide immediate help to those entering the Library.  
 
2. A reception for Faculty recently awarded tenure and promotion will take place on 29 
September from 4 to 5 PM in Fireside Lounge.  She urged the college community to come and 
congratulate them. 
 
3. We have two visiting Faculty members this year. Zheng Liu of Shanghai Normal is teaching in 
the Anthropology Department. Meanwhile, Professor Xian Min Zhu will spend the year 
researching in the School of Business.   
 
4. The College has been developing a dual-degree program in economics with Hacettepe 
University in Turkey. Under this setup, half of the work would be completed in one institution 
and half in the other; both schools would award the degree. Initially, Turkish students will spend 
time here, and eventually Geneseo students will study in Turkey. 

Vice Chair      
 
No report  
 
Past-Chair                                       
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No report  
 
Treasurer      
 
B. Welker reported a balance of $1469.58 in the Senate account. 
 
University Senator    
 
No report. 
 
Vice President, Student Association    
 
1. Student Association Vice-President T. Cassidy has met with Livingston CARES along with 
Kay Fly and Tom Matthews to discuss the campus response to Hurricane Katrina. Many 
student organizations have started raising funds, and a non-funded account has been established 
to deposit student donations. 
 
2. Student Association is no accepting petitions for campus elections are now being accepted.  
Open positions are available for Senior Class Treasurer, Junior Class Secretary and Treasurer, 
and all Freshman Class positions for the Freshman Class.  Student Association is also still 
seeking a Director of Business Affairs as well as a Student Assembly Representative. 
 
3. Since the new address location of the mailroom de-registered nearly all students registered to 
vote, Emily Day, Student Association Director of Student affairs, is working on re-registering 
those affected and preventing any future de-registrations.  
 
 
Reports of the Standing Committees of the Senate 
 
Undergraduate Curriculum               
 
1. M. Stolee said that UCC would hold its first meeting on Tuesday, 4 October at 4PM, 
location to be announced.  
 
2. The deadline for all Undergraduate Bulletin proposals is 1 October.  
 
Undergraduate Policies   
             
No report.  
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Graduate Academic Affairs            

1. After consultation with the Executive Committee, D. Mackenzie reported, the deadline for 
Graduate proposals will be 1 November.  
 
2. The Committee is still filling its cohort of student members; Kristin Kenyon, a new student 
member, was introduced to the Senate. 
 
Student Affairs            
 
M. Pastizzo said that he would distribute meeting dates by email.  
 
Faculty Affairs                
 
J. Morse announced the first Committee meeting on 27 September in South Hall 209 at 4PM.  
 
Morse then moved the second reading of the Committee’s conceptual framework for the 
Geneseo Teacher-Scholar (Bulletin No. 16, pp. 170-72). Note that what’s underlined are the 
changes agreed upon by the Senate after discussion during first reading. 
 
 

THE GENESEO TEACHER SCHOLAR 
A Conceptual Framework for Faculty Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation 

 
Geneseo's faculty is a diverse community of teacher-scholars with individual strengths and 
expertises who work together to advance the College's Mission.  Through their dedication to 
teaching, scholarly and creative work, and service to the campus and the greater world beyond 
it, faculty promote essential Geneseo values such as excellence, innovation, diversity, and 
community.  The system by which faculty members are evaluated is most effective when their 
roles are in consonance with the Mission, when evaluation is aligned with these roles, and when 
the reward structure is consistent with that system.  Nurtured within the larger context of 
teaching, scholarship, and service, faculty development is an integral part of Geneseo's roles and 
rewards structure. 
 
The College has made a diverse faculty and student body a high-priority goal.  Beyond the 
structural diversity inherent in a wide variety of populations, the faculty at Geneseo value 
intellectual and pedagogic diversity.  A wide variety of teaching styles and intellectual 
approaches, both traditional and innovative, is employed on our campus.  Indeed, a major 
commitment of the faculty is to model diverse approaches to research problems, to foster the 
transmission and assimilation of knowledge, and to demonstrate the art of civil disagreement for 
students at Geneseo. 
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The system in place for evaluating Geneseo's faculty must acknowledge the importance of 
diversity and must be clearly aligned with their accepted roles, the first and foremost of which is 
teaching.  However, because participation in scholarly and creative endeavors is important to 
the intellectual life and the liberal arts culture of our college and because it clearly improves the 
ability of faculty to keep the curriculum current and to engage students, contributions to the 
discipline must also be evaluated.  Because we view Geneseo as a community of teacher-
scholars, faculty members should be evaluated as well on their participation in governance, 
planning, and assessment of the College at the department, institution, and University levels.  
Each of these facets — teaching, contributions to the discipline, and service to the College — 
will be addressed in turn. 
 
Teaching is the most valued activity of our faculty, who engage students in the classroom, 
laboratory, library, and studio using innovative, intellectually rigorous curricula and pedagogies.  
Library faculty also provide support that is essential for student learning.  Quality teaching 
requires extensive scholarly preparation, effective use of technology and other resources, and a 
willingness to follow where inquiry points the way.  Geneseo faculty recognize a variety of 
learning styles and value different teaching methods within and across disciplines.  Excellence in 
teaching is based on a commitment to scholarship and requires the skills of a discipline-based 
scholar at a very high level in course preparation, classroom presentation, the creation of a rich 
learning environment, and the evaluation of student work.  In addition to their traditional 
professorial or instructional role, Geneseo faculty are also committed to academic advising, 
mentoring students in professional development, and providing opportunities for participation in 
research and other creative and scholarly endeavors. 
 
In order to be meaningful and effective, the evaluation of teaching requires the participation of 
faculty, students, and administrators.  At Geneseo means of assessment include student opinion 
of faculty instruction, self-reflection by the faculty members being evaluated, and peer 
evaluation.  In addition to direct observation of instructional activity, peer review of teaching 
includes analysis of instructional materials, consideration of pedagogical methods, reflection on 
pedagogical development activities, and examination of teaching efforts that take place outside 
the classroom. 
 
At a premier public liberal arts college, teaching and contributions to one's discipline are integral 
and interrelated aspects of the role of a faculty member.  Indeed, the definition of a teacher-
scholar at Geneseo requires that the two areas or functions be inseparable: a teacher-scholar 
will bring his or her scholarly knowledge, experiences, and abilities to every course.  A faculty 
that is constantly growing intellectually is the finest model for student learning and the sine qua 
non of a vital liberal arts curriculum and of academic excellence. 
 
An active involvement in scholarly and creative pursuits is an important and valued responsibility 
of Geneseo faculty.  These pursuits — including publication, performance, presentation, and 
exhibition that expand knowledge, improve skills and understanding that can be shared with 
others — ensure that faculty remain current in their disciplines and further develop their 
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expertise.  Such activities, which require review and usually expand beyond the College, can 
take a variety of forms such as basic research or the creation of new knowledge, informed 
criticism of research within and outside one's discipline, the synthesis and exposition of existing 
knowledge for use by audiences within and beyond the academy, application of disciplinary 
skills to help solve problems, and the improvement of the teacher-learning interface with 
pedagogical innovation or the creation of curricular materials (e.g., textbooks and/or other 
instructional media). 
 
Evaluation of scholarly and creative activity at Geneseo is based on discipline-specific 
expectations consistent with College and University requirements.  Guidelines for such 
evaluation are developed at the department level and approved by the Provost.  Examples of 
recognized contributions to the discipline are refereed publications (articles, monographs, and 
books), presentations at regional, national, or international conferences, workshop participation, 
artistic production, scholarly communication(s) with agencies outside the College (e.g., NEH, 
NIH, NSF), preparation of reports concerning applications of discipline-specific work, and the 
authoring of textbooks and related instructional material. 
 
Professional service is valued at Geneseo, where faculty, in connection with as well in addition 
to their teaching and scholarship, are also involved in the governance of their departments, the 
College, and the University.  They play essential roles in helping the institution and individual 
units progress toward their goals.  Our Mission requires faculty leadership in designing the 
curriculum, assessing student progress, promoting diversity, enriching the collegiate experience 
with co-curricular activities, and cultivating relationships with the wider community.  Individual 
faculty members provide service to their disciplines and the greater society.  Faculty who hold 
leadership positions in professional organizations and make discipline-related contributions to 
agencies outside the University strengthen the College-Community relationship and increase the 
recognition of the individual professor as well as the College as a whole. 
 
The role of the Teacher-Scholar in a liberal arts institution intimately links discipline-based 
service and service to the college and its students.  Examples of such service that contributes to 
the successful functioning of the College include serving on committees, assessment activities, 
advising student groups, presenting departmental or college-wide seminars or colloquia, 
maintaining departmental instruments and archives, staging performances and exhibitions for the 
college community, seeking to improve both the sense of community and a diverse climate, and 
assisting in fund-raising, public relations, and recruitment activities.  Discipline-related service 
can take the form of participating in scholarly and professional organizations, consulting with 
government and other agencies, offering lectures and workshops to community groups, and 
representing the unit, College, or University in a professional capacity. 
 
Faculty development is an integral part of Geneseo's roles and rewards structure.  Opportunities 
to explore new teaching techniques and pedagogies, to grow intellectually and develop 
professionally, and to be actively involved in scholarly and creative endeavors are necessary for 
an engaged and informed faculty.  Because such development is a pedagogic ideal as well as an 
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ongoing and incremental process, it is the responsibility of the administration and faculty to aid, 
guide, and support faculty in becoming the excellent teacher-scholars that Geneseo requires in 
order to remain at the forefront of leading public liberal arts colleges. 
 
Rewards are linked to faculty roles, recognizing both ongoing excellent performance and 
exceptional performance in the areas of teaching, research/creative activity, and service.  
Rewards fall into several categories.  One group provides recognition for behaviors.  Another 
offers resources that are available to support ongoing activities.  All rewards and use of 
resources must be linked to successful performance of faculty roles, which in turn are linked to 
and help fulfill the mission of the College. 
 
 
Old Business 
 
There was no old business.  
 
 
New Business 
 
There was no new business.  
 
 
Announcements 
 
Assistant Vice-President for Human Resources E. Chun said that the Geneseo Pride committee 
is seeking nominations for its award for non-teaching employees of the College (full or part-
time). The deadline is 18 October.  
 
Adjournment 
 
The Senate adjourned unanimously at 4.42 PM.  
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary  
Department of English 
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Executive Committee Meeting Minutes  
13 September 2005 

 
 
Present: T. Cassidy, K. Conway-Turner, C. Dahl, G. Drake, W. Gohlman, G. Hartvigsen, M. 
Lima, D. McKenzie, J. Morse, M. Pastizzo, M. Stolee, E. Wallace, B. Welker 
 
Lima called the meeting to order at 12.45 PM. 
 
Adoption of Minutes, September 6, 2005 
 
The minutes were approved as presented without corrections.  
 
Reports 
 
Chair 
 
 Lima highlighted some current concerns: 
 
1. At a recent reception for a visiting professor of anthropology; a recently- promoted-to- full 
Geneseo professor [not from Anthropology] mentioned still-existing salary inequalities among 
women faculty.  She asked Lima whether Faculty Affairs could look into this matter. 
 
2. With only one food service at Geneseo, food is expensive for students.  Student Affairs 
Committee could look into this.  
 
3. Could Graduate Affairs Committee investigate why there are no Social Studies graduate 
courses in the School of Education and our students are going to Brockport? W. Gohlman said 
that we do not have enough teachers for a program.  
 
4. The Policy Committee could research additional funding for more visiting professors—for 
instance, for Fulbrights.  
 
5. The major item for today would be to address the recommendations from the Task Force on 
Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation.  
 
 
President 
 
C. Dahl said that we had received a preliminary draft of the Memorandum of Understanding for 
Mission Review II. Since the Provost is Geneseo’s chief planning officer and liaison with the 
System Provost, she will respond to his office on factual matters related to the MOU. 
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Provost 
 
Provost Conway-Turner’s comments appear below.  
 
 
Vice-Chair  
 
M. Lima said that the ballot for Vice-Chair had gone into the mail today. Department Chairs 
and Senators in each department will remind people to vote. M. Pastizzo asked about how 
Chairs and Senate would be in touch; Lima said she would send reminders to Chairs and 
Department Secretaries about voting eligibility and the urgency of voting by Friday. Pastizzo 
asked whether Chairs would give the actual charge for an specific Senator in the case of 
Departments with more than one.  Lima replied that she would send an email with instructions. 
Jan Perry in the Provost’s Office has checked with Human Resources about who is eligible.  
 
Pastizzo further inquired about who is responsible for actually setting up the vote within 
Departments. Lima explained how the English Department Secretary keeps a checklist and 
ballot box. Dahl worried that having a checklist to see who has voted could look coercive. G. 
Drake reported that no one in the English Department had complained of coercion, and Lima 
agreed that Departments could carry out the vote as they wished. Pastizzo also asked when the 
ballots would arrive in individual Departments. Lima replied that they would be in the mail 
today. Pastizzo thought he himself would be surprised to receive a ballot in the campus mail; 
Gohlman assured him that the ballot was very straightforward and self-explanatory. Pastizzo 
replied that he had known of a candidate who had not even been told an election was taking 
place. 
 
 
Past Chair 
 
No report. 
 
Treasurer 
 
B. Welker reported a balance of $1469.58 as of 12 September. 
 
University Faculty Senator 
 
No report.  
 
Student Association Vice-President   



 27 

T. Cassidy said she had appointed Student Senators over the weekend. She circulated a list of 
their names and emails to the Executive Committee. The first Student Senators’ caucus would 
take place today.  
 
Cassidy spoke with Nancy Chirico and Tom Matthews this week about the campus response 
to Hurricane Katrina and also attended a local meeting for Livingston Cares. Cassidy has 
arranged with the Student Association’s professional staff to open a non-funded account into 
which student groups can deposit donations. The Student Association’s non-funded account 
does not provide tax receipts. 
 
Welker asked where the money would be sent. According to Cassidy, Matthews had said that 
choosing a community to adopt will take two weeks, but students are urged to keep donating so 
as not to lose momentum before we have a specific community to work with. Livingston Cares 
is trying to assemble a steering committee as well. 
 
Dahl reported that the Senate, the Diversity Commission, the Student Association, Tom 
Matthews and Livingston County are pulling together to make a College statement about how to 
help. There are problems with the abysmal federal response and a lack of communication with 
Louisiana, too. For these reasons, the complete statement, with clear guidelines, will take 
several more days to appear. 
 
Committee Reports 
 
Faculty Affairs Committee 
 
J. Morse said that the Committee had not yet met. 
 
Graduate Affairs Committee 
 
D.Mackenzie asked whether his Committee would include some members from last year.  Lima 
directed him to the list on the Senate web page. Dahl asked if a complete list of committees 
would be available, and Lima confirmed that these would appear both on the Senate website 
and in printed form in the first Senate Bulletin.  
 
Policy Committee 
 
No report  
 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee  
 
 M. Stolee has announced to Chairs and Faculty at large a 1 October deadline for new 
proposals. When it meets on 27 September, UCC will begin with the five proposals from last 
semester that were turned in too late for consideration.  
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J. Morse asked whether proposals for Graduate Programs were also due on 1 October.  Lima 
speculated that it might be the same deadline because this is a catalogue year, but Stolee thought 
1 October was an undergraduate deadline.  MacKenzie will check the previous deadline for 
graduate proposals and will let the whole Senate know on Tuesday. 
 
Student Affairs Committee 
 
No report  
 
Old Business 
 
The Executive Committee discussed the recommendations of the Task Force on Roles, 
Rewards, and Evaluation.  Lima had circulated a copy of such recommendations at the previous 
Executive Committee Meeting.  They are available on the Senate Webpage (with the whole 
report). 
 
Dahl began with some comments on Senate activities from last year. Together with the Provost, 
he met with the Task Force Chairs and the Faculty Affairs Committee Chair [Bill Gohlman] to 
discuss where each recommendation should go.  They reached some conclusions that might be 
helpful to recall at this point (though Dahl added that we are not wedded to them). Faculty 
Affairs Committee had motivated the process, Dahl noted, and was one of two recipients of the 
report, according to the Task Force’s charge.  The President, Provost and G. Hartvigsen also 
participated in a long meeting on the Task Force recommendations.  
 
Dahl then considered Recommendation #1, on the adoption of a conceptual framework. The 
Task Force had already sent this framework to the College Community for discussion.  It will 
go through second reading at the Senate Meeting on Tuesday (the 20th). 
 
The second recommendation, the adoption of the PER [Personnel Evaluation Form] form 
recommended by the Task Force is at least partly an administrative matter because the Provost 
would have to adopt the form and send it to Department Chairs; Dahl thought this should wait 
till we figure out what we do with the SOFIS in relation to the conceptual framework. 
 
Dahl reminded the Committee that the third recommendation, the development of department-
based, clearly-communicated expectations on teaching, scholarly activity and service was a 
matter for Departments rather than Senate, and he affirmed that the Provost strongly supports 
clearer delineation of standards to Departments. Provost Conway-Turner reported that some 
academic units are already forging ahead; some will begin this year. She has already begun 
discussing the PER form with Department Chairs and will continue this discussion. 
 
Next, Dahl commented on the fourth recommendation, the adoption of a commercial form for 
student evaluation of teaching. This recommendation coheres with our past practices and maybe 
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also with our bylaws. The question of which form to adopt is the province of Faculty Affairs 
Committee, and Dahl projected that this may be one of the most important and difficult things 
that Faculty Affairs will be doing this year. 
 
Dahl inquired further about whether the Task Force Recommendations should be discussed 
only in Faculty Affairs Committee or whether we should have some discussions open to the 
College community. What appear to be simple revisions, Dahl observed, can be very 
complicated. This will require leadership from Senate, Faculty Affairs, the School of Education, 
etc. Perhaps a subcommittee (or even the full membership) of the Task Force could share what 
they have learned in the past two-and-a-half years with Faculty Affairs Committee.   
 
Gohlman thought it would be heroic for Faculty Affairs to finish this consideration in just one 
year. Word for word, an evaluation form can be very tough to draft. Morse pointed out, 
however, that the process might be different using a commercial form; Lima agreed it would not 
be as painful. From a process standpoint, Dahl noted from his experience in faculty governance, 
it seems fairly important to have free and fair discussion in a broadly representative manner with 
plenty of input and without requiring Faculty Affairs to re-create the thinking already provided 
by the Task Force. Dahl reiterated that this may be the biggest piece of business this year.  
 
Provost Conway-Turner believed that no one is really content with whatever evaluation tool we 
use. But even though there may well be established tools available commercially, there is still 
room for fruitful discussions. Also, this year, she will be discussing methods of administering 
faculty evaluations with Faculty Affairs—including online evaluations. Conway-Turner is very 
eager to discuss the actual evaluation instrument with Faculty Affairs. When we are ready to 
change to on an actual form, we can perhaps evaluate the online version as well. 
 
Lima suggested educating the entire College community through public meetings on the 
advantages of the suggested new form (the IDEA form). Dahl proposed that Faculty Affairs 
Committee handle the process question on first before we hold a public forum. Morse imagined 
what would happen if the Faculty Affairs Committee did not accept the Task Force 
Recommendations; we would need that Committee’s agreement before going on to a public 
forum. Student Association Vice-President Cassidy was curious about the difference between 
student- and faculty-administered evaluations.  The Provost explained that having online 
evaluations would mean that neither students nor faculty members would be handing out the 
forms personally in class. Cassidy further inquired whether the online version would be 
anonymous. The Provost said it would. She added that students have been concerned that their 
handwriting on the current SOFIs might not be so anonymous [in the case of small classes, for 
example].  
 
Welker asked about the incentive for students to do the evaluation online.  The Provost replied 
that her office is studying incentives. She pointed out that the online form is totally anonymous, 
and that the faculty would receive feedback very quickly. Morse suggested holding grades for a 
course until students complete the evaluation.  
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E. Wallace wanted to know how a voluntary evaluation system could avoid bias. Provost 
Conway-Turner said that Geneseo is studying practices at a variety of institutions. Dahl and the 
Provost seconded the idea of holding grades.  
 
Chair Lima returned attention to the second of the Task Force’s recommendations, asking 
whether this matter was actually also in the purview of the Faculty Affairs committee. Dahl 
answered that this would be a Provost’s Office form.  
 
Stolee remembered that, when Helena Waddy chaired Faculty Affairs, the Committee reviewed 
Form H in an advisory capacity. Dahl added that, unlike the SOFIs, Form H was not created 
by the Senate. Conway-Turner imagined that, once Form H was drafted, it was circulated to 
various College constituencies before being put in place; her reading was that the Provost’s 
office had originally developed the form.  Dahl said that, until we figure out what the constituent 
parts of the evaluation are, it makes sense to wait until the other stages are discussed and taken 
care of. 
 
Lima asked whether there would be consistent guidelines as to how Departments conduct peer 
review. Dahl believed that matter required initial discussion with Chairs. There is some kind of 
policy that there should be peer observation of teaching, though there are no clear standards.  
Although the Office of the Provost has a handbook of procedures for evaluation—and peer 
review is one of them—there is a wide range of practices. 
 
Conway-Turner said the Task Force’s sentiment is to standardize the procedures for evaluation. 
This would be a discussion primarily for academic units. Gohlman was unsure how much 
autonomy the Departments felt they had. Perhaps they would resent an imperative from the 
Senate. If a Department declined, could they modify the mandate? Conway-Turner agreed that 
academic units need the freedom to modify. Lima saw a question there of consistency and 
fairness to candidates being evaluated—for instance, having an evaluator stay for an entire class 
period and knowing what to look for when evaluating. The Task Force is asking for clear 
guidelines.  
 
Gohlman said that we could not specify procedures such as “an evaluator must visit a class 
twice.” But we could say that evaluators should do so. This ties in with the third 
recommendation of the Task Force: clearly communicated expectations. 
 
In regard to the fourth recommendation, MacKenzie recalled serving on a faculty evaluation 
revision committee at RIT. He said the literature on such evaluations made it clear that faculty 
desire ownership of whatever system they use. So we need as much input as possible from 
faculty. Hartvigsen asked whether a task force on SOFIS had called for outsourcing the form 
about five years ago. That committee, Dahl explained, rolled over into the present Task Force. 
The work of the Task Force has been comprehensive enough to evaluate the SOFIs [and 
suggest the IDEA form instead] and other aspects of faculty roles and rewards.   
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Dahl stressed that he was eager to involve the College community widely in this process. Morse 
felt that personnel committees across campus should be involved. They are the committees who 
now administer evaluations. She thought we should collect current policies from each 
department, though most are probably already clear and fair. .The School of Education, for 
example, posts policies online and sends them out to its own Faculty. Chairs could ask their 
department personnel committees to do this also.  
 
 
New Business 
 
 
1. Lima said that UUP wants to know about the role of professional employees in our College 
Senate. Stolee has looked at the Constitution, and Lima and Stolee have concluded that the 
current Constitution affords a very limited role to professionals; this is still very much a Faculty 
Senate. Dean Bailey and Lima had also discussed this role last year, noting that it would be 
easier to find a Vice-Chair if it the office were  also open to professional staff.  
 
Lima wanted to know where we might send the issue, and how limited professional staff ought 
to be under a Senate Constitution.  Stolee thought there were eight professionals in Senate. She 
also asked about including part-time and adjunct Faculty. Some have taught at Geneseo for 
twenty years. Do we want to continue excluding them? Of course, one of the main functions of 
Senate is to guide curriculum decisions, which is the province of faculty.   
 
The Committee discussed the fact that, a few years ago, Jan Lovett had chaired a committee to 
review the Senate Constitution. Hartvigsen said it had been an ad hoc committee which made 
no report. The Committee in question was a governance committee. Lima thought we could ask 
Lovett about the deliberations. Welker wanted to know if we could bring up the issue at Senate; 
Lima said that usually a major issue goes to Executive Committee first.  
 
Dahl thought we could return to this issue as an Executive Committee and see what, if any, 
records are available from the previous deliberations. We could then see if we wanted to charge 
an ad hoc committee to look at the pros and cons of the issue rather than first proposing a set of 
constitutional changes and additions. Maria said she would bring the discussion back to 
Executive Committee after speaking to Jan Lovett. Gohlman said we could look at the part of 
the Constitution involved, recommending a constitutional change to Senate. Lima asked whether 
this goes to Policy Committee first. Gohlman said it would go to Policy Committee if it went 
anywhere.  
 
(In the midst of these discussions, the Executive Committee agreed to hold an additional meeting 
on 4 October at 12.45PM to take care of further business). 
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2. Would it be possible for Faculty Affairs to study gender inequities on pay at Geneseo. 
Gohlman wondered if this would be a union matter. Dahl called it a Human Resources and 
Academic Affairs issue. Stolee said that the issue had fallen into a statistical abyss because of 
the multiplicity of units in the SUNY System. Some campuses have conducted studies, following 
the MIT model. But the results are turning out to be inconclusive or not as revealing as they 
need to be. Of course, any input from the campuses is good. 
   
Lima agreed that Human Resources should look into the matter. Dahl recalled that the last time 
we looked at gender equity and salary, the Provost’s Office and Institutional Research led the 
study. Conway-Turner said she shared concerns about pay equity, and advised looking at the 
information carefully.  She has been talking with the Director of Institutional Research about this, 
and she also thinks that the Provost’s Office is the appropriate place to examine the issue—a 
better use of time than to have Senate reproduce the same study. 
 
The following items appeared on the agenda for today but have not yet been discussed:  
 
1. Should we discuss the Honors College designation for Geneseo in Senate? 
 
2. Would it be possible for Student Affairs to do a study on the cost of food on campus that is 
supplied by CAS and what can be done to lower the costs to students?  
  
3.  Would it be possible to have Policy Committee set standards for our campus to invite more 
faculty from other countries to enrich our campus environment? How can we get funding?  Can 
we invite Fulbright Scholars?  Any other ways to add lines to our programs?  

 
 

Chair Lima adjourned the meeting at 1.44PM.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary  
Department of English 
 
                   

Report of the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 
2004-2005 

 
 During the academic year 2004-05, the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 
reviewed and approved the following proposals: 
 New Courses   5 
 Revised Courses         28 
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 Deleted Courses   2 
 New Programs    0 
 Revised Programs* 20 
 Deleted Programs    0 
All these proposals passed both first and second readings in the College Senate. 
 
 These proposals came from 16 academic departments.  After recommendation from the 
appropriate committees, the UCC also approved courses for two general education areas (Fine 
Arts and Critical Reading/Writing). 
 
 The members of UCC were hard working and efficient; they were a joy to work with 
and, most importantly, they made the chair’s job an easy one. 
 
      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
      Margaret K. Stolee 
      Chair, UCC 2004-2005 
 
 
Minutes of the Student Affairs Committee 
September 27, 2005 
 
Attending: Bautista, A., Bossung, S., Eckstrom, R., Eisenstein, M., Farthing, D., Forbes, J., 
Geiger, C., Granger, D., Lovett, J., Meyer, L., Muia, A.,  Pastizzo, M., Sutherland, M., 
Williams, J. 
 
Excused: Pitcher, K. 
 
Chairs Report: 
 Pastizzo welcomed committee members to the first SAC meeting of the 2005-2006 
academic year, and announced that the committee would meet again on October 25 and 
November 15. 
 
 Pastizzo reported that he had met with Vice President Robert Bonfiglio to discuss 
current issues raised by students. Bonfiglio noted that generally students have given positive 
feedback regarding the new mailroom in the College Union, although a number of students have 
conveyed that they would like to have access to the package counter later than the counter is 
currently open. Bonfiglio also noted that there have been some student complaints about 
construction noise in the morning. Other topics discussed with Bonfiglio are perennial issues 
such as student concern with textbook prices/lines at the beginning of the semester, computer 
network speed, and CAS cost/food quality. 
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Committee Discussion: 
 Pastizzo raised the question of whether or not the committee would like to discuss an 
honor’s code for Geneseo students. Williams noted that the University of Virginia has a very 
successful honor’s code in place. Eisenstein noted that an honor’s code would be desirable 
from a student’s standpoint; for example, the honor’s code at the University of Connecticut 
allows students to take exams at the time/location of their choice. Sutherland inquired whether 
or not our interest in an honor’s code is related to Geneseo’s vision of becoming an honor’s 
college within the SUNY system. 
 
 Eckstrom introduced the student concern regarding the high cost of food provided 
through CAS. Pastizzo raised the question of whether or not CAS food cost is beyond the 
purview of SAC and said that he would investigate. It was decided to move on to a discussion 
of how students perceive the new mailroom in the College Union. 
 
 Lovett inquired as to where mail was delivered prior to the installation of the new 
mailroom. Eisenstein and other students explained that it depended on where students lived. On 
campus students had received mail in their dorms, and off-campus students had received mail at 
their place of residence (within or beyond the village). Geiger noted that it is common practice 
for a college to have a central mail room on campus. The committee agreed that indeed it is 
valuable to have a centralized mailroom and that there are some limitations with the current 
arrangement within the College Union (e.g., inadequate seating in open areas, very limited food 
options). 
 
 Discussion ensued regarding limited mail room hours for package pick-up. Another 
major student concern centered around mail accessibility for off-campus students as well as 
student teachers. Student representatives of SAC commented that it is very inconvenient to 
retrieve mail from campus for those students who live off-campus, and that it is particularly 
difficult for student teachers (who may live on or off-campus) given that they spend the majority 
of their time off-campus. In addition, student representatives expressed that the College Union is 
less appealing now that the Mary Jemison dining hall has opened with high quality food options, 
making students less inclined to visit the union for the sole purpose of mail retrieval. 
 
 Discussion ensued regarding ways to enhance the College Union environment, thereby 
stimulating student usage of the union (including mail retrieval). Granger suggested more social 
activities within the union. Forbes noted that there are already a number of events that take 
place in the union. On a related topic, Eisenstein expressed that the Knight Spot appeared to be 
desolate and under utilized and suggested that the Knight Spot would be an ideal place for live 
music on weekends (local bands, or otherwise). Granger raised the possibility of converting the 
Knight Spot to a coffee shop. Lovett and other committee members favored the idea of having 
a Starbucks-esque coffee shop on campus for students to meet, study, play games (e.g., chess, 
cards), and socialize. 
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 Farthing and Granger noted that the College Union is an ideal location to cater to the 
needs of commuter students, and envisioned the College Union as a central place for students to 
access important information. Sutherland noted that the union does support commuters in some 
ways; for example, lockers for commuters. Other committee members commented that they had 
not known about these lockers, or that they otherwise seem hidden. The committee agreed to 
discuss further the current union design at our next meeting. 
 
 Eisenstein expressed strong concern regarding the quality of food at the Letchworth and 
Red Jacket dining halls relative to that of Mary Jemison dining hall. He noted that “Letch” and 
“RJ” have poor food variety/quality/presentation, and that he has been made physically ill by the 
food on several occasions. Muia added that to make matters worse, “Letch” and “RJ” are the 
only campus dining halls open for dinner given that “MJ” does not serve dinner. Several 
members suggested that as a committee, we may want to test the quality/variety of the food 
first-hand. 
 
 Bossung inquired as to whether or not the mailboxes could be moved back to the 
dorms, but there was general consensus among the committee members that the new, 
centralized mailroom is preferable especially if suggested adjustments be made to the current 
package window hours and that modifications to make the mail room more accessible to 
commuter students (viz., Pastizzo noted that other college campuses typically have more parking 
available adjacent to centralized mail rooms) as well as to those students who spend a majority 
of their time off-campus (e.g., student teachers) follow. 
 
Respectively submitted, 
 Matthew Pastizzo 
SAC Chair 
 
 
Minutes: Senate Faculty Affairs Committee 

 September 27, 2005  

 

Present: Sid Bosch, Edna Chun, Rich Dreifuss, David Levy, Kerry McKeever, Jane Morse 

(Chair), Cristina Rowley, Amy Stanley, Eugene Stelzig, ,Yu Zhang, Jared Strohl (undergraduate 

student), Gregory Silverman (undergraduate student) 

 

Morse (Chair) called the meeting to order and invited everybody to introduce themselves. The 

first item on the agenda, schedule change for the next meeting, was discussed and a date and 

time selected of October 6, 12:45pm-1:50pm, South Hall 209. 
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The chair then talked about the tasks facing the faculty affairs committee, which mainly discusses 

policy issues regarding the faculty, and this year will discuss the recommendations of the roles 

and rewards task force. The goal is to make policy recommendations to the executive 

committee and the full senate for discussion, readings, and a vote. 

 

The discussion focused the proposal that a commercial form, IDEA, be used. The old SOFI 

form may be discontinued for several good reasons. Members discussed the logistics of 

administrating the new IDEA. The Provost’s office is piloting the IDEA form in Spring 2006, 

online, in the psychology department.  

 

Concerns were raised as to how to make evaluation comparable across classes, disciplines and 

colleges, both nationally and locally. Other concerns include the purposes of student evaluation, 

the need to take into consideration the Geneseo course load, and how it affects tenure and 

promotion. Members suggested that the weight of certain questions should be adjusted 

depending on individual circumstances. The main issues are who gets to see what, for what 

purposes, and what comparison will be generated for what purposes. The discussion also 

touched upon the issue of how to define comparable institutions as well as that there were no 

norms, no databases on old SOFIs. 

 

Members agree that task force members who are familiar with this issue should be invited to a 

future FAC meeting to explain the IDEA forms and possibilities. The role of FAC is to 

recommend policy issues on this to executive committee. 

 

The new personnel evaluation form (PER) form is not the FAC’s concern at this point, although 

future discussion can include things such as the standards in peer review of teaching. Members 

were reminded to look at the reports of the senate and the taskforce and think about our 

priorities in the issues listed. Next time, the focus will be on SOFI/IDEA. 
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At the end, there was a discussion of the function of the Faculty L list: announcement vs. 

discussion. The meeting was adjourned at 4:58 pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Yu Zhang, 
 Department of Communications. 
 

Minutes: Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Meeting 
October 4, 2005 
 
In attendance: Members – M. Stolee, G. Towsley, R. Gifford, R. Coloccia, K. Hinman, B. 
Fearn, C. Shin, A. Weibel, A. Yaretsky, J. Chester, T. Bazzett, R. Vasiliev 
Guests: J. Johnston, K. Fletcher, S. West, J. Bearden 
 
The meeting was called to order at 4PM in Sturges 105. 
 
The agenda has been approved. 
 
ARTH 282 – Course deletion - approved 
 
ARTS 255 - Course deletion - approved 
ARTS 260 - Course deletion - approved 
ARTS 355 - Course deletion - approved 
ARTS 360 - Course deletion - approved 
ARTS 391 - Course deletion – approved 
 
DANC 250 – Course Revision - approved 
 
MATH 345 – Course Revision - approved 
MATH, BA – Minor revision of Major - approved 
 
PHYS 226 – Course Revision - approved 
 
PSYC 230 – Course Revision - approved 
 
SOCL 211 – Course Revision - approved 
SOCL 281 – Course Revision 
      Minor amendment – “may be taken for credit more than once under different subtitles” 
replaces “may be taken at most twice” 
Amendment approved. 
Amended motion is approved. 
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Meeting adjourned at 4:35. 
 
 
UCC:  Descriptions of Proposed Course and Program Changes for Senate 
Consideration 10/18/05 
 
Colleagues who wish to read these course proposals in their entirety may go to 
http://dean.geneseo.edu/?pg=ucc/forms.html.  Click on the Senators link and log on with your 
Geneseo email name and password.  You may find these proposals either in a box labeled 
UCC-10-4-2005 towards the bottom of the list or individually on the list in alphabetical order. 
 
 ARTH 282:  From Spain to the Americas 

 delete course 
  
 ARTS 255:  Design in Wood I 

delete course 
 

 ARTS 260:  Textile Design and Fabrication I 
delete course 
 

 ARTS 355:  Design in Wood II 
delete course 
 

 ARTS 360:  Textile Design and Fabrication II 
delete course  
 

 ARTS 391:  The Art Program in the Elementary School 
delete course 

 
 DANC 250:  Classical Ballet Pointe 

revised course:  add “may be taken twice” to the course description 
 
 MATH 345:  Numerical Analysis I 

revised course:  add Math 239 as a prerequisite and one of CSCI 119 or CSCI 
120 as a prerequisite 

 
 BA in Mathematics:   

revised program:  drop the following from the list of related requirements – 
“One additional course from the following list chosen in consultation with faculty advisor:  
CSCI 141,  ECON 301, PHIL 310,  PHYS 123/4,  Intd 301 (Math option).” 
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 PHYS 226:  Optics and Modern Physics Lab 
revised course:  Prerequisite of PHYS 223 is changed to Co-requisite of PHYS 

223; rotation is changed from spring to fall. 
  
 PSYC 230:  Sensation and Perception 

revised course:  course becomes PSYC 307:  Sensation and Perception; add 
prerequisites of PSYC 250 and PSYC 251. 

 
 SOCL 211:  Statistics for Social Research 

revised course:  add prerequisites Math 110 or three years of high school 
mathematics including intermediate algebra. 

 
 SOCL 281:  Selected Topics 

revised course:  change “may be taken for credit no more than twice” to  “may 
be taken for credit more than once under different titles.” 

 
 

Minutes of the College Senate Executive Committee Meeting 
                                               

4 October 2005 
 
Present: T. Cassidy, G. Drake, W. Gohlman, G. Hartvigsen, M. Lima, D. Mackenzie, J. 
Morse, M. Pastizzo, D. Showers, M. Stolee, B. Welker. 
 
Call to Order 
 
Chair Lima called the meeting to order at 12.45PM. 
 
Approval of Minutes, September 13, 2005 
 
The minutes were adopted without corrections or additions.  
 
Reports  
 
 
Chair’s Report  
 
1. In preparation for the upcoming All-College Meeting, Chair Lima said she had spoken with 
Duane McPherson about Nominations, Faculty Personnel and Faculty Senate Nominations. 
Lima inquired whether Duane could call for nominations from the Senate floor. Hartvigsen 
thought so. Gohlman clarified that McPherson could call for no nominations except for 
University Faculty Senator and Nominations Committee. Gohlman’s term as University Faculty 
Senator continues, so there will be no nomination for that position.   
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2. Lima addressed the origin of Form H (used in Faculty renewal, tenure, and promotion 
decisions) as a product of the Faculty as well as the Provost’s Office. She noted that the 
recommendations of the Task Force on Faculty Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation no longer 
contain a separate service category. In particular, she worries that Faculty would become even 
less interested in College governance if there was no separate evaluation of service. She 
suggested that Senate revisit the issue. J. Morse said she had announced in her Committee’s 
meeting that Faculty Affairs would revisit this concern.  Their feeling is that there is service that is 
not part of either scholarship or instruction. 
 
 
President’s Report  
 
No report.  President Dahl was interviewing one of the candidates for Vice-President for 
College Advancement.  
  
 
Provost’s Report  
 
No report.  The Provost had a Chairs’ Meeting. 
 
 
Vice-Chair’s Report 
 
The Vice-Chair said that the College had started action on nominations for Excellence and 
Distinguished Professor awards, including announcements to various email lists. As required, he 
sent an ad to run in the Lamron, and he wanted to be sure that the ad had actually appeared. T. 
Cassidy had a copy of the newspaper with her, and the Committee verified that the ad had 
indeed appeared.  
 
According to Showers, we currently have three nominees for Excellence in Teaching; another is 
forthcoming. There might be one nomination coming for Excellence in Scholarly and Creative 
Activity. Another is expected for Faculty Service. Meanwhile, one firm and one possible 
nominee should be coming for Distinguished Teaching Professor.  
 
Showers asked if someone could be nominated for Distinguished Teaching Professor without 
having received an Excellence in Teaching award. Committee members responded that while 
policy permitted this, practice did not.  G. Hartvigsen described a discussion among the 
Campus Governance Leaders last year where Distinguished Teaching Professors were later 
applying for Excellence in Teaching.  This indicates that one may win DTP before and without 
EIT.  Showers also reported no nominations from the Library, so he has emailed Director of 
Libraries E. Rivenburgh about this matter. 
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Lima asked whether we should extend the deadline for awards past 6 October, but the 
Executive Committee’s consensus was to maintain this date. 
 
 
Past Chair’s Report  
 
Past Chair Hartvigsen congratulated D. Showers on assuming the Vice-Chair position.  
 
 
Treasurer’s Report  
 
No report.  
 
 
University Faculty Senator’s Report 
 
W. Gohlman said that the University Senate would meet in Saratoga Springs, 27-28 October. 
He highlighted the great force for reform that SUNY Campus Governance Leaders have 
become in the past few years. Governance Leaders now confer at every Faculty Senate meeting 
and have a powerful voice. Gohlman also referred to a letter about what Campus Governance 
leaders are planning to do.  
 
 
Vice-President of the Student Association’s Report  
 
T. Cassidy clarified the chalking policy issue. She has researched the policy and discussed it 
with Professor Cylke, who had raised concerns about its links with free speech. As it turns out, 
Cassidy stated, the Student Association itself does not have a chalking policy. Rather, this was a 
College Union policy, but it was connected only with College-recognized organizations, and as 
of a few weeks ago no longer exists. 
 
M. Pastizzo wanted to know exactly what changed a few weeks ago. Cassidy said she had 
spoken with College Union Director C.  Matthews, who said that, for a number of years, the 
Student Regulations Handbook had had a rule about chalking; he said that he had been asked 
to remove the rule. He understood that, in the past, student organizations that engaged in 
chalking would be ineligible for funding.  
 
Cassidy read to the Executive Committee the policy as it had been originally written; it called for 
disciplinary action and a charge for removal. Gohlman asked whether there was a policy 
concerning hate speech in chalking; what about racist chalking, for example.  Pastizzo replied 
that any limitation to spoken free speech applied equally to chalking. Defamation of character in 
speech is not allowed in chalking, either. Hartvigsen wanted to know, then, if graffiti was now 
allowed. Cassidy agreed that no one wanted to allow writing on buildings. She said that 
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Matthews, who was working on the wording of the entire policy, had been asked to remove the 
chalking part. 
 
Gohlman inquired about how the policy actually got changed and who made it. Cassidy said it 
was one of the Vice-Presidents. Pastizzo revealed that Vice-President Bonfiglio said that 
President Dahl had asked him to re-evaluate the campus policy.  Pastizzo then asked whether 
Student Affairs Committee should look into the policy change mechanism. The Executive 
Committee agreed. 
 
Cassidy pointed to another concern about how free speech works. Campus Union and 
Activities also has a policy for posting on bulletin boards. Does that also regulate free speech? 
 
 
 
Committee Reports 
 
Faculty Affairs Committee  
 
Morse reported that her Committee had met on September 29th and the minutes will be posted 
in the next Bulletin. The Committee discussed how Faculty Affairs would evaluate and act on 
the Task Force Recommendations. The Committee will meet next on 6 October during the All-
College Hour and will prioritize what it should take action on.  
 
The Committee asked Joan Ballard (Psychology) to come to talk about the IDEA form 
recommended by the Task Force. There has also been discussion about whether the College 
could withhold grades to get students to answer an online IDEA form; would grades be sent by 
regular mail only if students did not fill out the form? Would this really constitute “punishment?” 
 
Hartvigsen had looked at IDEA forms online, and he wanted to know whether we would be 
using the long or short version. Lima answered that this was to be decided. Morse is having her 
Committee read the short and long forms and the Task Force Recommendations; the 
Committee will also consider who should be dealing with Form H.  
 
Pastizzo saw several problems with online administration. A major problem was that unlike 
forms filled out in the classroom, he would have no way of knowing his own students were 
actually filling out an online form. For example, what would stop a roommate—or several 
roommates—from filling out the form?  
 
With these problems in mind, Morse said that the charge to Faculty Affairs allows it to call joint 
meetings with Student Affairs. She said she would forward IDEA materials to Pastizzo so that 
his Committee could look at them, and the two committees would perhaps schedule a joint 
meeting.  
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Graduate Affairs Committee 
 
D. Mackenzie said that Graduate Affairs Committee had yet to meet. 1 November is still the 
deadline for proposals. Morse said that the School of Education would send him a program 
revision within the next two weeks. 
 
 
Policy Committee  
 
No report. Wallace was at the Chairs’ Meeting. 
 
 
UCC  
 
M. Stolee said that the first meeting would take place today and had 12-15 proposals to 
consider. The Committee will also meet on 25 October and 1 November. Stolee repeated the 
promise that if Departments submit proposals by 1 October, UCC will get them through two 
Senate meetings this term.  
 
At the Senate meeting, Stolee wants to present UCC proposals in groups—e.g., the first 
reading of new courses, first reading of revised courses, etc.—with the understanding that any 
individual Senator can divide the question to discuss a particular proposal.  Executive 
Committee members agreed that this was a good idea. 
 
 
Student Affairs Committee 
 
M. Pastizzo’s Committee first met on 27 September. The Committee will meet at least twice 
more (25 October and 15 November), and maybe one extra meeting. 
 
During the first meeting, Pastizzo asked for student input. There are two issues on students’ 
minds. First, food quality at Letchworth and Red Jacket Dining Halls is inferior to that of Mary 
Jemison. Second, students find the new mailroom inconvenient, such as the hours for picking up 
packages. In addition, students living off campus who used to get campus mail forwarded to 
their apartments, now have to go to the mailroom.  This is a problem for student teachers who 
may be working an hour away and cannot easily collect their mail.  
 
Student Affairs Committee has started exploring ways to make the CU more enticing and more 
of a central place, and not just for picking up mail. The CU lacks sufficient food options, for 
instance.  
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Morse agreed that the mail issue is a real problem for student teachers. This group is often 
expecting mailings from the School of Education or from graduate schools. Some students even 
work out of the area—Buffalo, New York City, and other places. Pastizzo thought some kind 
of mail forwarding would be in order. Cassidy reminded the Committee that no one consulted 
students on the mailroom decision. Picking up a package and carrying it across campus during 
the winter can be a problem.  
 
Pastizzo pointed out that student teachers driving back to campus just for their mail have trouble 
finding parking spaces near the CU. He would not suggest moving the mailroom, but mail 
forwarding would help. Cassidy affirmed that there are other reasons to go to the CU; moving 
the mailroom had been seen as one of a number of ways to get people into the CU.  
 
Old Business 
 
Lima noted that Faculty Affairs is already examining the Task Force recommendations.  
 
New Business 
 
In the context of discussing professional involvement in the Senate, Stolee thought we should 
also examine the role of part-time Faculty. We have had contingent faculty to serve as Senators, 
yet they could not vote for Faculty Senator. Morse reported that a School of Education 
department meeting had discussed the difference between eligibility to vote for Senate vs. 
eligibility to run for office. Stolee added that while we do not want to force part-timers to serve 
in Senate, we should also not forbid them. 
 
Morse inquired re:  visiting faculty members are eligible to vote but not to run. Yes.  
 
Lima asked whether Geneseo has a Governance Committee in place. Hartvigsen replied that we 
do not. Stolee, who had served on the Committee, remembered that each member had 
particular issues, there was no charge around which to coalesce, and eventually the Committee 
disappeared. Lima inquired how the Committee came into existence. Gohlman explained that 
the Committee was an ad hoc one made up of volunteers. Stolee thought it would be possible 
for the Executive Committee to create an ad hoc Constitutional Review Committee., and 
Hartvigsen said that the Senate Chair can do this.  Lima speculated about who could be on the 
committee. Morse thought Lima could appoint people not necessarily on Executive Committee. 
Hartvigsen called for a clear Committee charge; Showers called for the same, plus a deadline. 
Lima moved the creation of such Committee, and the motion passed unanimously.  
 
How many members would this Committee require? Lima asked. Showers replied that there is 
should be enough to get the job done. Stolee said that the charge could be very specific: for 
example, the definitions of membership.  
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Lima proposed that the Senate discuss the Honors College designation. She recounted the 
College Council meeting on Friday afternoon, where plans for this designation were being 
discussed, including desired faculty-student ratios of 15:1. Stolee called this a budget request. 
But Lima thought that Senate should discuss this proposal since not every Faculty member may 
be comfortable with all of its recommendations; should we become an Honors College without 
the College Senate deciding on it? Gohlman would like to see a resolution on supporting the 
activities of the Honors College Designation in Senate New Business. Any Senator can send a 
resolution to Executive Committee.  
 
The Committee briefly discussed the resolution about Faculty- L.   Hartvigsen directed attention 
to a correction: in the clause, “this list is not intended as a forum for dialogue; “intended as” has 
been deleted.  Faculty-L is not a forum for dialogue, and it has not been used as such. 

 
Adjournment  
 
 
Lima adjourned the meeting at 1.33 PM 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Graham Drake 
Department of English 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


