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Agenda for the All-College Meeting on February 21, 2006 

 
Call to Order 
Adoption of the Agenda 
Nomination Committee Report: Bill Gohlman 
            Presentation of Nominees for Vice-Chair 
            Presentation of Nominees for Treasurer 
 Presentation of Nominees for at-Large under Six Years 
 Presentation of Nominees for at-Large over Six Years  
                 
Call for additional nominations  
 
Adjournment 

                                                      *** 

Agenda for Senate Meeting on February 21, 2006 

Call to Order 
Adoption of the Agenda 
Adoption of Senate Minutes, December 6, 2005 (Bulletin #5, pages 103-111) 
 
Senate Reports 
Chair              Maria Lima 
President    Christopher Dahl 
Provost                             Kate Conway-Turner 
Vice Chair        Dennis Showers 
Past-Chair                                                     Gregg Hartvigsen 
Treasurer         Barbara Welker 
University Senator         Bill Gohlman 
Vice President, Student Assoc.                          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 

 
(1) SENATE MEMBERSHIP CHANGES :  
The Student Association Vice President has appointed three new Student Senators for this semester 
because three senators from the fall were unable to continue this semester for various reasons. 
 
These are the senators who have resigned: 
Josh Hyman - Student Affairs 
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Matt Eisenstein - Student Affairs 
Craig Truglia - Undergraduate Policy 
 
These three senators will be filling those positions: 
Michael Bagel - mrb13 - Student Affairs 
Kristina Layman - krl4 - Student Affairs 
Brendan See - bds12 - Undergraduate Policy 
 
Tessa Cassidy has emailed Pastizzo and Wallace, Committee Chairs, to notify them of the changes. 
 
(2) NEWS FROM ALFRED CERAMICS 
 
I thought Senate would also like to know how much our support has been appreciated by the folk at Alfred 
Ceramics.  This is the email Bill Gohlman received after the University Senate meeting in January—it’s 
addressed to all of us.  Yes, our work DOES make a difference  ☺ 
 
>Dear Bill and SUNY Geneseo faculty, 
> 
>It was great to hear from you, after you picked Pat Lacourse and my  
>self up in the parking lot at Farmingdale on your way back to the 
>hotel, that you and your fellow faculty at SUNY Ge neseo recently met 
>and voted to support the UFS/Alfred Ceramics resolution. Please send 
>our sincere thanks from Alfred Ceramics to your colleagues. Thank 
>you. 
> 
>It has taken 6 years after the dissolving of the Unit Head position 
>in our College to get to this point of SUNY and AU negotiations. We 
>hope that Chancelor Ryan stays tough and supports the Alfred 
>Ceramics 5 Points. We want the Unit Head, stand alone and back in 
>our College and we want our College back on the University 
>organizational flow chart, not just individual pieces distributed 
>across the private University.  We look forward to a new future for 
>the College of Ceramics and its materials research programs. Thank 
>you again for your support. 
> 
>I think we all heard from the Chancellor to hold off on writing to 
>our state legislators. My sense, if any one so feels moved, to write 
>to the Chancellor encouraging him to support the 5 Points outlined 
>in the UFS/Alfred Ceramics resolution. Hopefully 23 SUNY campus 
>faculty bodies, and maybe more, supporting the Ceramic 5 Points has 
>some weight and impact on the Ryan/Edmondson negotiations. 
> 
>Stay tuned. 
> 
>Sincerely Yours, 
> 
>Peer 
> 
 
>Peer Bode 
>SUNY Faculty Senator 
>NYSCC at Alfred University 
 
                                                        *** 
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                              Call for Nominations for the 2006-2007  

            Richard Roark Award 

 

Shortly after Richard Roark's untimely death in 1970, a group of his friends 

established an award to honor his memory.  Richard's friends described him this way: 

"Richard was a special kind of human being who valued the humane and ethical 

above all else.  He was a scholar and intellectual who treasured learning and 

especially books with which, he though, ever person could access the accumulated 

knowledge of all previous civilizations." 

The Richard Roark Award is given to a graduating senior whose scholarship 

and community service exemplify the qualities that were so important to Richard Roark.  

The recipient is given a stipend to purchase books, and the recipient's name will be inscribed 

 on a plaque displayed in the MacVittie College Union. 

 

Please submit letters of nominations by April 4, 2006  to 

      Maria Lima 

      Department of English 

      Welles 218C  and 

       as a word attachment 

                                                                               *** 

 

College Senate Minutes 

      24 January 2006 

 

Present: I. Alam, D. Anderson, S. Bailey, A. Bautista, T. Bazzett, J. Bearden, I. Belyakov, S. Bosch, P. Case, 
T. Cassidy, J. Chester, K. Conway-Turner, C. Dahl, D. DeZarn, J. Dolce, G. Drake, R. Dreifuss, R. Dressner, D. 
Farthing, J. Forbes, C. Geiger, R. Gifford, E. Gillin, B. Gohlman, D. Granger, K. Hinman, D.Johnson, K. 
Kenyon, K. Kim, D. Levy, M. Lima, D. Mackenzie, K. Mapes, R. McEwen, J. McLean, K. Merrill-Pitcher, B. 
Morgan, A. Muia, J. Over, P. Pacheco, M. Pastizzo, R. Pretzer, D. Robertson, C. Rowley, A. Rutkowski, S. 
Schwartz, D. Showers, G. Silverman, A. Smith, A. Stanley, M. Stolee, M. Sutherland, Y. Tamura, R. Vasiliev, 
E. Wallace, A. Weibel, B. Welker, Y. Zhang, L. Zipp 
 
Guests:  O. Alawiye, S. West, L. Wrubel 
 
Call to Order 
 
Chair Lima called the Senate to order at 4.05PM. 
 
 
Adoption of Agenda  
The agenda was adopted unanimously.  
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Adoption of Senate Minutes, Adoption of Senate Minutes, 6 December 2005 (Bulletin #5, pages 103-111) 
 
The minutes of the previous meeting were adopted unanimously without additions or corrections.  
 
 
Senate Reports  
 
Chair’s Report  
 
Chair Lima announced that she would be traveling to SUNY Farmingdale later this week to attend the 
University Senate. Campus Governance Leaders will consider funding for campus-based assessment; 
creating assessment for administrators; and revision of SUNY by-laws. University Senator Gohlman will also 
be attending.  
 
 
President’s Report  
 
1. President Dahl introduced Richard Dressner, the new Vice-President for Advancement. Dressner has been 
on campus since 3 January and has been very busy and working hard; Dahl foresees exciting initiatives from 
Advancement.  
 
Dahl noted some additional changes in Advancement. Roxanne Johnston has left to become Vice-President 
for Advancement at SUNY Brockport. Geneseo wished her farewell on 9 January. Meanwhile, Dressner has 
appointed Dahl’s Executive Assistant  L. Wrubel as Assistant Vice-President; D. Hill, Executive Director of 
Alumni and Parent relations has been named as Assistant Vice-President as well; she will combine hands-on 
alumni work and fundraising. 
 
Dahl will host two receptions for Faculty and Staff to meet Dressner on 22 February and 8 March. He will 
also be meeting with Foundation Board members, corporations, and major donors; most recently, he met the 
Center for Women in Business. 
 
2. Dahl has just returned from Turkey, where he signed a dual-degree program agreement with Hacettepe 
University in Ankara. We are going to admit a cohort of approximately twenty Turkish students; they will be 
starting in Turkey during their first year, then come here in their second year. Dahl also signed two other 
agreements on faculty exchange and on general student exchange beyond the dual-degree program in 
economics.  
 
Hacettepe is a large residential university, and there are interesting research collaborations and faculty 
exchanges available in the future. A number of the degree programs are conducted in English, making 
teaching and research collaboration possible.  
 
3. A group of 33 Geneseo faculty, staff, and students spent a week earlier this month in Harrison County, 
Mississippi. A student and faculty delegation will also visit during Spring Break to do post-Katrina relief 
work. There are interesting opportunities to collaborate with schools, businesses and the County Board of 
Commissioners. This is an Interesting opportunity for service learning beyond fundraising.  
 
We were unable to contact University of Southern Mississippi, but we did have contact with a multi-campus 
community college.  
 
Many students are interested in the Spring Break work; we hope to interest faculty and skilled-trades staff 
for March trip as well. 
 
Finally, Dahl presented highlights of the Governor’s Budget for SUNY: 
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A. To begin with, there is good news: we got many of the basic items we asked for. Governor’s Budget 
completely covers contractual salary increases; this provides $9.3 million of $14.5 million we requested for 
General OTPS. We also received the requested energy deficiency (cost overruns) funding of $29 million. 
This amount will be rolled into the base budget for 2006-07, along with the projected energy increase of $45 
million. Meanwhile, $40 million of the $50 million used to bail out the Statutory Colleges and the University 
Centers at Buffalo and Stony Brook has been restored. In addition to this amount, SUNY will receive $10 
million which, we hope, will roll into next year’s SUNY Budget, and into the budgets of colleges such as 
Geneseo. Moreover, SUNY did receive funding for the Excelsior Research Faculty Initiative and for High 
Need Economic Development and Public Health Programs. 
 
B. But SUNY did not receive money for tuition rate-sensitive student aid. Nor did we manage to get funding 
for additional enrollment support, nor for growth related to student performance—i.e., as retention goes up, 
student numbers go up. The $1 million requests for the Honors College Initiative went unfunded, as did 
requests for Performance Initiative or Distance Learning. 
 
C. All in all, we start from as strong a base as we have ever started. The caveat, however, is that all of this is 
dependent on generating $80 million of revenue through tuition increases.  
 
The bottom line on the Operating Budget is that Trustee requests have been officially endorsed, and the 
Chancellor will stress to the Legislature not to replace missing tax revenue with student tuition dollars. The 
Chancellor will also ask for more money for higher enrollments. 
 
D. The Honors College Proposal still has support from Senator Lavalle on the Higher Education Committee. 
We can do some further advocacy for the proposal, and will work toward that end with the Student 
Association, the union, parents, and other constituencies. 
 
E. The Legislature is trying to cut back on TAP aid by going after proprietary, for-profit colleges who pocket 
tuition even though students drop out. A newly proposed scheme would require fifteen hours per semester 
for TAP eligibility. While this would probably not affect most Geneseo students, it is not good for students 
of limited means in EOP who need twelve-hour schedule. But the Legislature can do a lot with this piece of 
legislation. 
 
F. SUNY failed to capture the $150 million we asked for the Capital Budget; we but did manage to finish the 
$440 million in last part of recent five-year plan, plus $20 million in emergency funds, plus money for Old 
Westbury and the Forestry School. The door is open to go to Legislature and ask for more if needed.  
 
J. McLean (Physics) asked what the money for the Honors College would be used for. Dahl explained that, 
in general, it would go towards meeting Honors criteria at individual campuses; at Geneseo, it would 
enhance staffing from a 19:1 student-faculty ratio down to 12:1 or 13:1, plus funds for out-of-state 
recruitment.  
 
 
Provost’s Report  
 
1. Provost Conway-Turner reported on the Middle States Periodic Review Committee. This is our 
opportunity to create a midterm report and respond to questions from the last Middle States visit. K. 
Fletcher (Physics) and Associate Provost D. Gordon will chair the Committee, delivering a report in April or 
May of next year. 
  
2. A. Sheldon (Geological Sciences) will be leading a new Task Force on Advisement. We need to know 
more about what we are doing, how we are doing it, how students experience it, and how to improve it. The 
Committee will provide recommendations. During this calendar year, the Committee will work on report for 
the Provost and Dean’s Offices to work with Departments on advisement; this is an issue that has come up 
in student surveys. 
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3. A few weeks ago, Assistant Provost for International Programs S. Burwood gave the Senate an overview 
of the Hacettepe University dual-degree major in economics. Some Senators were curious about why this 
program did not pass through UCC. The reason is that the dual degree is not a new program; the economics 
major has not changed, only an aspect of transfer credit. In future, we will have new programs that may 
indeed be vetted through UCC, since we were able to talk with arts and physics professors at Hacettepe 
(which is located in Ankara, Turkey). 
 
4. Professor Judith Reppy will give the Phi Beta Kappa Lecture on “Bio-terrorism in Historical Perspective” 
on Thursday, 2 February at 4PM in Newton 204.  
 
6. Provost Conway-Turner then introduced School of Education Dean O. Alawiye and NCATE Coordinator 
R. Lewis to explain the NCATE accreditation process. The following is adapted from their report: 
 
In 1999, New York State Board of Regents adopted a policy that required all approved professional 
preparation programs before 2000 to be accredited by December 2006. The reason for this accreditation is to 
ensure the preparation of competent, caring, and qualified teachers and other professional school personnel 
who can help all students learn. 
 
NCATE, the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, is a coalition of more than thirty 
professional educational organizations and associations, recognized by both the Council for Higher 
Education Accreditation and the U.S. Department of Education. 
 
The Professional Education Unit that NCATE will be examining consists of all programs in the College that 
are responsible for the preparation of teachers for P-12 schools and of professional school personnel. 
Professional Education Programs at Geneseo include two major divisions: 
 
Undergraduate: 

§ Early Childhood Education (B-2) 
§ Childhood Education (1-6) 
§ Childhood with Special Education (1-6) 
§ Adolescence Education (7-12) 

• Social studies 
• Math 
• Foreign Languages- Spanish & French 
• English 
• Science 

§ Speech and Hearing Handicapped 
 

and 
 
Graduate: 
§ Early Childhood Education 
§ Adolescence Education 

• Social studies 
• Math 
• Foreign Languages- Spanish & French 
• English 

§ Literacy (B-6) & (5-12) 
§ Speech Pathology 
The mission of these programs is to prepare future teachers to be reflective, critical thinkers, adept at 
problem solving, and committed to the development of communities of inquiry, to ensure that all 
students have the opportunity to learn the skills necessary for a productive life and responsible 
citizenship. 
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We can summarize the conceptual framework of these programs as follows: 
 
Teacher as Scholar: 
 Rigorous Liberal Arts and Sciences Education 
Teacher as Constructivist Educator: 
 Ability to Meet the Educational Needs of All Students 
Teacher as Reflective Practitioner: 
 Professional Commitment to Inquiry and Reflective Practice 
 
To assess the programs thus conceived, NCATE’s standards address 

 
 
Candidate Performance 

§ Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Dispositions 
§ Assessment System and Unit Evaluation 

 
and 
 

Unit Capacity 
§ Field Experiences and Clinical Practice 
§ Diversity 
§ Faculty Qualifications, Performance, and Development 
§ Unit Governance and Resources 

 
The knowledge base related to these standards is based on research and the wisdom of best teaching 
practice. 
 
For our programs, the actual NCATE process will ask us to submit a letter of intent; meet preconditions 
regarding the conceptual framework and a performance-based assessment system; and gather, aggregate, 
and analyze candidate performance assessment data. 
 
We will the submit programs for review by appropriate specialized professional associations (SPAs) 
and submit a 100-page Institutional Report describing how these programs meet NCATE standards. 
 
NCATE will then make its site visit on 16-20 September 2006. An eight-member Board of Examiners team will 
review aggregated data on candidate performance, candidate work samples, faculty evaluations, faculty 
scholarship, service, and collaboration, and more. It will also interview faculty, candidates, administrators, 
and school personnel. 
 
After this visit, NCATE will issue a report; we have a month to issue a rejoinder to address any weaknesses; 
then we have six months to wait for the final commu nication. 
 
Dean Alawiye stressed that we want to articulate our position as Honors College within the State of New 
York and practice saying good things about ourselves. He is very hopeful that we will have support for a 
successful visit when the NCATE team is here.  
 
 
Vice-Chair’s Report 
No report. 
Past Chair’s Report 
 
No report. 
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Treasurer’s Report  
 
B. Welker reported a balance of $1449.40 in College Senate’s account. She is beginning the fund drive, 
hoping that faculty will give generously. 
 
Welker also received a note of thanks from Rong Lin’s family for the memorial basket Senate sent. 
 
 
University Faculty Senator’s Report  
 
W. Gohlman said that he would be attending the University Senate meeting at SUNY Farmingdale. 
 
 
He then moved a resolution in Support of College of Ceramics at Alfred University.  

 
Resolution in Support of NYS College of Ceramics 

 
Whereas  the Geneseo College Senate is deeply concerned by the treatment of our colleagues at the NYS 
College of Ceramics (NYSCC) at Alfred University. 
 
Whereas the University Faculty Senate passed the 141-02-1Resolution in Support of NYS College of 
Ceramics, without dissent, on October 29, 2005 [#4 Bulletin, page 83], which encouraged other SUNY 
campus governance bodies to support their colleagues at Alfred Ceramics by endorsing its resolution and 
writing letters of concern and support to appropriate officials, including but not limited to the Governor, 
Legislators and SUNY officials. 
 
Whereas  the Geneseo College Senate supports the actions of system adminis tration and the SUNY Board of 
Trustees in their efforts to restore the College’s SUNY identity and the integrity of the College’s governance 
as originally intended by the laws establishing the statutory colleges. 
 
Be it resolved that the Geneseo College Senate endorse the NYSCC faculty’s principles of: 

1. Support for the NYSCC statutory mission 
2. Support for a stand-alone NYSCC unit head in the college that is a joint appointment by SUNY and 

AU 
3. Support for statutory faculty’s participation in the search for a NYSCC unit head 
4. Support of meaningful shared governance including participation in policy development, strategic 

planning, budget process, etc. 
5. Support for SUNY representation on the Alfred University Board of Trustees. 
 
Geneseo, 24 January, 2006 
 
 

Gohlman explained that the College of Ceramics is one of the SUNY Statutory Colleges, offering a program in 
ceramics paid for by SUNY.  But they have been marginalized and have not been able to play a role in 
selecting a head of program (decided by Alfred University) or ways of expressing their ideas and 
suggestions to Alfred University. So the Ceramics College is not self-controlled or directed. For this reason, 
the University Faculty Senate passed a resolution in support of College of Ceramics and asked all SUNY 
units to pass a similar resolution.  
 
The resolution passed unanimously.  
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Gohlman that the Nominations Committee was beginning its work for the slate of candidates to be presented 
at the All-Faculty Meeting on 21 February. The Committee is asking for suggestions for nominations (and 
self-nominations).  
 
 
Reports of the Standing Committees of the Senate 
 
Student Association Report  
 
Vice-President Cassidy announced that the first Student Senator Caucus of the semester would take place in 
the Fireside Lounge in the College Union at 7PM.  
 
The Student Association has two openings for Student Senator, with one opening on the Student Affairs 
Committee and one on the Policy Committee. The deadline is extended till Friday; applications are available 
in the Student Association office.  
 
The Student Association is also collecting donations for the Alternative Spring Break to do relief work in 
Mississippi; students will need money for travel expenses.  
 
Meetings this semester will feature open discussions; College Union and Activities Director C. Matthews 
will speak tomorrow night; Dean Sancilio and President Dahl will also visit this semester. Meetings take 
place at 6.15PM on Wednesdays in the CU.  
 
 
UCC Report 
 
M. Stolee moved the following for her Committee: 
 
Second Reading:  New Courses 
 GEOG 120:  N/Meteorology 
 JAPN 201:  Intermediate Japanese I 
 
Second Reading:  Revised Courses 
 EDUC 326:  Classroom Management in the Elementary School   
 

Second Reading:  Revised Programs  

 BS in Education – Early Childhood and Childhood Education (Birth-Grade 6) 
 
All of these motions passed unanimously. 
 
 
 
Graduate Affairs Committee Report  
 
D. Mackenzie moved the Second Reading of Revised Course 
 CURR 520 (removal of CURR 510 as a prerequisite). 
 
The motion passed unanimously.  
 
 
 
Student Affairs Committee Report  
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M. Pastizzo asked Committee members to keep an eye on email for meeting dates. 
 
 
Faculty Affairs Committee Report  
 
J. Morse said that her Committee would meet on 7 February in South Hall 209. She called attention to some 
very interesting Committee minutes in the Bulletin, and she invited visitors to the next meeting, when the 
Committee will discuss peer evaluations of teaching.  
 
 
Old Business 
 
There was no old business. 
 
 
New Business 
 
There was no new business.  
 
 
Adjournment  
 
Chair Lima adjourned the Senate at 4.54PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary  
 
     *** 
 

 
Executive Committee Minutes  

17 January 2006 
 

 
Present:  K. Conway-Turner, G. Drake, M. Lima, D. Mackenzie, J. Morse, D. Showers, E. Wallace, B. Welker 
 
 
Call to Order  
 
Chair Lima called the meeting to order at 12.48PM. 
 
 
Adoption of Agenda  
 
The agenda was adopted unanimously without corrections.  
 
Adoption of Minutes, 29 November 2005 (Bulletin #5, pages 111-116) 
 
The minutes were not adopted, awaiting final SUNY budget numbers.  
 
Reports  
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Chair’s Report  
 
Chair Lima said she would attend the University Faculty Senate at SUNY Farmingdale next week, where she 
will meet with other Campus Governance Leaders. The Convener for Campus Governance Leaders wants 
them to discuss helping SUNY Purchase develop a “360” review of administrators. Campus Governance 
Leaders will also discuss whether there will be real funding for campus-based assessment.  
 
 
President’s Report  
 
No report.  
 
 
Provost’s Report   
 
1. Provost Conway-Turner reported that President Dahl and Assistant Provost for International Programs 
Stephen Burwood were heading a delegation from Geneseo at Hacettepe University, where they are signing 
the agreement for the new dual degree in economics. Dahl will return on Wednesday evening. 
 
2. Richard Dressner, our new Vice-President for College Advancement, has arrived and is meeting with us to 
discuss advancement and development. Among other projects, he will be working on the formal opening for 
the new Science Building, perhaps in early November. This event may include a special lecturer and guests 
as well as tours of the new facility. Dressner’s task will be to help our community understand what it means 
to have this new Integrated Sciences Building on campus. 
 
3. Andrea Klein is the new Director for Scheduling and Special Events; today is her first day. Her job ranges 
across campus; she coordinates Commencement, special lectures, scheduling of buildings for other events, 
and summer events. 
 
4. Next September, the NCATE (National Council of Accreditation for Teacher Education) is reviewing the 
School of Education; collateral units will also be involved. More information about NCATE’s conceptual 
framework what it takes to educate a teacher will be circulating in coming months. 
 
Lima asked if this review process was similar to the Middle States accreditation process. The Provost 
explained that this includes a four-day visit focusing on the School of Education.  As part of this evaluation, 
NCATE will convene both internal and external groups. Conway-Turner noted that this is our first NCATE 
evaluation in many years. J. Morse added that New York State required 5-6 years ago that all education 
programs comply with NCATE.  
 
Vice-Chair Showers asked whether it would be good to present an overview of the NCATE evaluation to 
Senate. Lima concurred, and Morse said that departments should be informed of what they need to do. The 
Provost agreed that a Senate overview would be good preparation. 
 
 
Vice-Chair’s Report  
 
Vice-Chair Showers said that the Excellence and Distinguished Rank Committees have forwarded their 
materials to Laura Wrubel; she said that this was the earliest she had ever received these materials.  
 
E. Wallace wanted to know what to do with the supporting materials still in his office; Showers said these 
would go to Wrubel as well. According to Lima, these supporting materials ultimately go back to the Senate 
Office in Blake. 
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Conway-Turner reminded the Committee that she has extended campus awards deadline to 15 February, so 
there is still opportunity to nominate.  
 
Wallace also asked if instructors had to work a certain length of time to be eligible for the part-time teaching 
award.  Lima replied that the eligibility requirements appear in the Bulletin [#4 and #5). 
 
 
Past Chair’s Report  
 
No report. [Hartvigsen was at a Department Meeting] 
 
Treasurer’s Report  
  
B. Welker reported a balance of $1499.40. She is now working on details for the annual Senate Appeal. 
Welker has emailed T. Gagnier in College Advancement; someone also suggested that Welker visit 
department meetings.  
 
 
University Faculty Senator’s Report  
 
No report. 
 
 
Student Association Vice-President’s Report  
 
No report. 
 
 
Committee Reports  
 
Faculty Affairs Committee Report   
  
J. Morse said Faculty Affairs Committee met on 12 December 2005; the next meeting will take place on 7 
February at 4PM in South Hall 209.  
 
During the December meeting, Morse said, the Committee discovered that, contrary to FAC’s 
understanding, there are actually two proposed forms of student evaluation still under consideration. The 
Task Force had proposed the IDEA form, but J. Ballard also said that there would be a pilot version online of 
the current SOFI form. For this reason, Faculty Affairs is tabling IDEA pending the online trial of SOFIs; 
there is a possibility of revising SOFI questions in the online pilot. We will also have access to other 
institutions’ questions for the online project. The Task Force claims IDEA forms have very little difference 
between in-class and online versions.  
 
The Committee also discussed IDEA as student evaluation of student learning; the form is process-oriented.  
 
Lima did not see the point of testing SOFIs online if there are questions about the SOFI itself. Conway-
Turner clarified that, when the use of IDEA was broached, instrument and process were identified as two 
separate issues. 
 
Morse added that she and the Provost had discussed the lack of continuity in Senate Committees, resulting 
in too much reinvention of the wheel; perhaps some members should stay on the Committee for two years in 
a row.  
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Lima said we should ask some Committee members to stay for another year. Morse said that the whole 
Committee structure needs some continuity.  
 
Morse affirmed that the Committee was moving ahead with the online SOFI pilot project; IDEA also might be 
too expensive, and Conway-Turner noted that IDEA also does not examine faculty performance. Gary 
Towsley will visit the Committee on 7 February to talk about aspects of peer review.  
 
The Committee had been wondering if the old SOFI questions could go into the optional part of IDEA but 
was not sure whether or not we are even in a position to use IDEA. Conway-Turner said that IDEA costs 
$15,000 per year to use. Lima did say that when she was chair of FAC, her committee had seen  IDEA’s 
nationwide comparisons and reliability, etc., as useful. 
 
Conway-Turner voiced another concern: IDEA’s questions tend to result in higher rates for professional 
than for liberal arts programs (for example, questions about the relevance to the “real” world).  She asked 
whether we could be comfortable with different ratings norms in different departments. 
 
Welker asked whether IDEA had tested rate of response and how well students rated, and whether this was 
in class or online. Morse replied that IDEA researched online and in-class administration and found, 
(according to J. Ballard) that there was no scientific difference between the two forms of administration. 
Conway-Turner added that most online vendors stress reminders to keep the online response rate from 
falling. This is Conway-Turner’s one concern about online responses.  
 
Showers wanted to know how the Task Force was constituted within College Senate’s processes. Lima 
answered the Task Force originated as an ad hoc committee of Faculty Affairs when she was Chair. 
President Dahl then convened the Task Force, which forwards its results back to Faculty Affairs and then to 
the President for a final decision. Showers then asked whether the Task Force had reported. Lima said that 
this report is available on the Senate Webpage. 
 
Returning to the SOFIs and IDEA forms, Morse said that we should see how the pilot works with SOFIs but 
also with IDEA —perhaps in the fall in some departments or College-wide. There are still questions about 
whether to pursue the long or short form of IDEA, too. All in all, Morse said that she had found the 
revelation about pilot for SOFIs vs. IDEA surprising; but now we are all on the same page.  Morse 
concluded that we will proceed with considering the Task Force recommendations on changes in peer 
evaluation to create a uniform college-wide policy. Every constituency she has talked to in eleven years 
have all agreed that the SOFI questions are strange, too. 
 
 
Graduate Affairs Committee Report   
 
D. Mackenzie said that he had spoken to Dean S. West over break about an upcoming proposal. When it 
comes in, Graduate Affairs will schedule a meeting. 
 
 
Policy Committee Report   
 
E. Wallace reported that after the last Senate Meeting, a Senator inquired about S. Burwood’s presentation 
on the agreement with Hacettepe University in Turkey agreement: why had this proposal not gone through 
Senate? Was this a policy or curriculum issue? It would seem that a Senate discussion would legit imize the 
process. 
 
 Lima asked how the decision was made. Conway-Turner explained that this was not a new major; it is an 
existing Geneseo major, allowing transfer credits from another institution; it was up to the Economics 
department. This is why Academics Affairs has not sent a proposal through UCC.  
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Wallace wondered whether it would be good for the Provost to explain this process at the next meeting. 
Conway-Turner agreed. 
 
Lima thought that a new program is a policy issue. But Conway-Turner said that this was neither a new 
program nor major, nor a dual major.  
 
 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee Report  
 
 No report. 
 
 
Student Affairs Committee Report  
 
No report [Pastizzo is at a Department Meeting]. 
 
 
Old Business  
 
There was no old business. 
 
 
New Business  
 
Chair Lima gave the background explaining the Resolution in Support of NYS College of Ceramics that 
University Senator Gohlman will bring before Senate on January 24th. 
 

 
Resolution in Support of NYS College of Ceramics 

 
Whereas  the Geneseo College Senate is deeply concerned by the treatment of our colleagues at the NYS 
College of Ceramics (NYSCC) at Alfred University. 
 
Whereas the University Faculty Senate passed the 141-02-1Resolution in Support of NYS College of 
Ceramics, without dissent, on October 29, 2005 [#4 Bulletin, page 83], which encouraged other SUNY 
campus governance bodies to support their colleagues at Alfred Ceramics by endorsing its resolution and 
writing letters of concern and support to appropriate officials, including but not limited to the Governor, 
Legislators and SUNY officials. 
 
Whereas  the Geneseo College Senate supports the actions of system administration and the SUNY Board of 
Trustees in their efforts to restore the College’s SUNY identity and the integrity of the College’s governance 
as originally intended by the laws establishing the statutory colleges. 
 
Be it resolved that the Geneseo College Senate endorse the NYSCC faculty’s principles of: 

6. Support for the NYSCC statutory mission 
7. Support for a stand-alone NYSCC unit head in the college that is a joint appointment by SUNY and 

AU 
8. Support for statutory faculty’s participation in the search for a NYSCC unit head 
9. Support of meaningful shared governance including participation in policy development, strategic 

planning, budget process, etc. 
10. Support for SUNY representation on the Alfred University Board of Trustees. 
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The website of the College of Ceramics tells the history of its status and its benefits from Alfred University. 
They want to keep both the Alfred connection and SUNY status.  
 
E. Wallace wondered if there was any similar movement to undo Cornell’s statutory colleges. Lima said that 
there does not seem to be. Moreover, there does not seem to be a reason to undo the status of College of 
Ceramics, which has performed well.  
 
Lima asked the Executive Committee to endorse bringing the resolution to Senate Floor. The motion was 
seconded and approved unanimously.  
 
 
Adjournment    
 
 
Chair Lima adjourned the meeting at 1.30PM.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Graham N Drake 
College Senate Secretary  
 
      *** 
 

MINUTES OF FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
7 February 2006 

 
Attendance: 
J. McLean; G. Silverman (student); D. Levy; J. Bearden; Y. Zhang; K. McKeever; C. Rowley; E. Stelzig; A. 
Stanley; I. Bosch; J. Morse (chair); R. Dreifus; G. Towsley (guest) 
 
The meeting was called to order by J. Morse at 4:01PM. 
 
Minutes of meeting of 12/13/05 were approved without modification. 
 
•SOFI discussion, continued: J. Morse reported that she met with the Provost.  Confusion about what this 
semester’s pilot program involved also existed in the Senate Executive Committee.  The Provost felt that the 
pilot of SOFIs (involving on-line administration of the current SOFI form) should be completed before 
considering switching to a different evaluation form.  The Provost had two reasons for this: (1) an IDEA 
pilot would be expensive, and (2) it is silly to run competing pilots at once.  This pilot is focused only on the 
issue of administration of the instrument; we can revisit the instrument later (i.e., move from SOFI to 
something else).   
 
J. Morse also learned that Smartevals.com (the outfit we are using to run the pilot of the on-line 
administration of our SOFI)—should we go with them for future on-line administrations—gives us access to 
questions from other institutions, which we can use. 
 
Still, Morse commented that we should not throw IDEA aside “lightly”—last year’s Task Force worked hard 
on it, and we should honor their work.  The IDEA, we have learned, does have some problems; for example, 
it really does evaluate only students’ assessment of their own learning, and there are some prejudices when 
you do this (e.g., Liberal Arts courses vs. “practical” courses—students often assess their own learning 
lower in Liberal Arts courses because they can’t yet see what they really have learned; what they have 
learned often does not have any immediate “hands on” application).  The question arose: Maybe we should 
pilot it anyway? 
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G. Stelzig comented that, given the criticisms/concerns that have been voiced, that we should postpone a 
pilot of IDEA.  J. Bearden worries that colleagues are tired of using the same, problematic SOFI instrument; if 
we return to our Departments to report that we’re just going to continue to use the current SOFI, we might 
be met with angry colleagues.  J. McLean wonders if the cost with the IDEA is as big a concern as it seems.  
We could, for example, recommend a small pilot of IDEA in the fall.   
 
G. Stelzig moved that we recommend a pilot of the short form during the Fall 2006 semester; J. Bearden 
seconded this motion.  Discussion: How late could we make that suggestion?  Would April be too late?  
What about optional questions?  What about adding the SOFI questions as optional questions as 
previously discussed? 
 
J. McLean (a member of the Task Force) moved that we table this motion.  K. McKeever seconded the 
motion to table. In discussion, K. McKeever worried about confusion arising out of discussions of too 
many pilots.  J. Morse: even if it’s a “small” pilot?  K. McKeever: but no one looked at the option of getting 
what IDEA offers (in terms of info) from somewhere else (even if custom made, at a cheaper price); what 
about piloting several instruments with the same class?  J. Bearden supported the motion to table, and 
added that he doesn’t want FAC to end up writing the next instrument (whatever we ultimately decide)!  
Motion to table carries.  J. Morse asked whether it was the sense of FAC that we want to do something with 
this, which committee members affirmed. The committee closed this dis cussion with a recognition that the 
original motion can be brought to the table in a future meeting. 
 
•Peer Evaluation discussion: The issue of peer evaluation of teaching also came up during J. Morse’s 
meeting with the Provost.  J. Morse reported that the Provost is very interested in seeing a standardized 
format for reviews, a standard number of reviews, and standardization of the selection of observers, and a 
standard list of basic items to be included in observations.  Morse asked whether the committee would 
consider forming subcommittees on these issues 
 
G. Towsley reported from the perspective of both the Task Force on Faculty Roles, Rewards, and Evaluation 
and his service of the Faculty Personnel Committee.  He observed that there is a mix of effective and 
ineffective peer review of teaching on this campus.  This informed the Task Force document.  Some (very 
few) Departments do a good job of peer review.  Some take seriously curriculum materials and consider them 
along with observations and SOFIs.  Some don’t; their write-ups of peer observations do not match SOFI 
information at all. Towsley mentioned that a member of the Faculty Personnel Committee can get an entirely 
different picture of the faculty member’s teaching from looking at the SOFIs than from the peer write-ups).  
Towsley also mentioned the problem of observers familiar with the discipline. If the material is familiar to the 
faculty member, he or she might not be able to understand how a student could not “get” what is being 
taught.  Towsley mentioned that the Task Force had considered  recommending that perhaps some peer 
observations should be done by people outside the faculty member’s home Department; this would be 
closer to what the students bring to the class.  He, however, noted that this recommendation is not in the 
Task Force’s Report.  Simply put, from the perspective of the Faculty Personnel Committee: we need to do a 
better job with this!  One Department in particular does a very good job—scores from professional exams 
that are administered to its students toward the end of their program come back to the Department and then 
they can tell which faculty did/didn’t do a good job teaching specific portions of the curriculum.  FAC 
members pointed out that most departments can’t do this; their teaching responsibilities are much more 
various.  From the perspective of the Task Force and the Faculty Personnel Committee, Towsley would like 
to see a more uniform structure.  (For example, 9 Departments reported that they conduct post-observation 
conferences, while 5 reported that they do not; 3 Departments reported that they do pre-observation 
conferences, 12 reported that they do not.)  J. Morse reported that the Provost wants more uniformity, as 
well.  Many Departments stress only subject mastery/currency/ongoing growth and careful 
preparation/clear organization in observations of teaching effectiveness; the Task Force called attention to 
(at least) 5 additional characteristics of good teaching, whcih should included: attention to student learning 
outcomes; purposeful experimentation with one’s pedagogy; respect for and fair treatment of students as 
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individuals; timeliness and professionalism in meeting classes and evaluating work; and an ability to arouse 
student interest and curiosity. 
 
J. Morse also reported that the Provost wants to see comparable reports from across Departments. 
 
These kinds of changes will require more work within Departments; we need to acknowledge this. 
 
G. Stelzig reported that he is from a large Department; they can have quite a few peer reviews to do per year, 
which must all take place in a fairly short time frame.  It can be a problem getting these done if the 
procedures become too demanding. 
 
C. Rowley is from a small Department; they face similar problems because they don’t have enough people to 
fill roles on review committees. 
 
J. Morse reported that the Provost suggested that outsiders, particularly our Distinguished Teaching 
Professors, might have a role in all of this.  The DTPs especially should be able to spot good teaching 
without expertise in the discipline. 
 
K. McKeever: can large departments have multiple review committees? 
 
I. Bosch: in Biology, they do divide into subcommittees; all tenured faculty comprise the personnel 
committee.  They had struggles because they wanted to have a formative process, not just when 
promotion/renewal comes up.  This got complicated, and the Department opted not to go with the plan he 
came up with for this.  We should see the importance of the goal of helping people improve their teaching 
(not just issues of tenure, promotion, and renewal).  This should include tenured faculty as well! 
 
K. McKeever: did the Task Force consider separate processes for summative and for formative evaluation of 
teaching? 
 
G. Towsley: only for summative. 
 
J. Morse: The Provost also wants to stress mentorship; this is the formative part (wouldn’t be included a 
tenure/promotion folder, unless the candidate wanted it to). 
 
J. McLean: the Task Force subcommittee compromised between “best practice” and what we’re more 
realistically willing to do.  The ideal addresses both formative and summative.  But this won’t happen, at 
least not in the foreseeable future.  At least, we wanted to see the feedback get back to the instructor 
(written); this doesn’t always happen now.  This will be “kind of” formative. 
 
K. McKeever: (“naïve” question) why should we think it won’t happen? 
 
J. McLean: workload. 
 
G. Stelzig: The ideal of thorough review sounds good, but there are deadlines within the review process, so 
you have only a short window to look at everything and write it up (while teaching full-time, etc.).  We in 
English follow standard procedures, but there is little time for follow up (post-observation meetings, etc.)  
These deadlines mitigate the ideal of doing the really in-depth review.  The fewer cases to deal with in a 
year, the more time you have to be thorough; when you have 5 or 6, you just don’t. 
 
J. McLean: the really ideal ideal involves multiple people all doing multiple observations. 
 
K. McKeever: what if the cycle were different?  Just make it routine that we observe people in a cycle, so we 
already have the information.  This reduces the pressure on the department in a given year.  (For example, 
everyone could be observed every three years, with one-third being observed each year.) 
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J. Morse: we could separate the issues of summative and formative; put the formative in a mentor program, 
maybe linked with the Teaching/Learning Center.  We could allow faculty to request observation through 
the TLC.  The summative issue is actually simpler; we can deal with it and then turn to the formative stuff.  
We could focus on getting the reports to Faculty Personnel Committee in “decent shape.” 
 
G. Stelzig: not just, and not all, new faculty need mentoring; some more exp erienced faculty could use it, as 
well.  In English, it works well informally; maybe we don’t need a formal procedure. 
 
J. Morse: we could just focus for now on the peer observations for summative feedback, keeping in mind 
that the formative feedback is important and interesting. 
 
I. Bosch:  does the Faculty Personnel Committee get peer observations for faculty coming up for promotion 
to full professor? 
 
G. Towsley: some, but not many.  There must be three years of observations for tenure (but not for 
promotion to full professor—though some departments, like the School of Ed, do it there as well). 
 
J. Morse: where do we go from here? 
 
J. McLean: do we want a uniform form for all peer observers/evaluators to use across campus? 
 
K. McKeever reminded the committee that she had forwarded to us the guidebook for “Preparing for Peer 
Observation” from the University of Texas at Austin.  She didn’t send the actual evaluation forms they use, 
because they can easily be misunderstood without the text of the guidebook.  She offered to send the forms. 
 
J. Morse (to G. Towsley): do Departments that are successful in their peer observation process follow a 
standard form?  Would following Form H do it? 
 
G. Towsley: something like it would be helpful. 
 
K. McKeever: it should be uniform. At least, it would be easier for Department chairs. 
 
G. Stelzig: but there should be flexibility, to account for different parameters in different types of classes 
(e.g., large lecture sections vs. advanced seminars).  He likes the 7 characteris tics of good teaching 
identified by the Task Force subcommittee,  but some don’t apply to an observation that occurs only once 
or twice (like timeliness, respect for students—hard to gauge these if the observation occurs only once or 
twice).  Some kind of form with criteria like these would be good. 
 
J. Morse: but it must reflect Form H, as long as we’re using Form H. 
 
J. Morse then asked if there are there tasks we could divide, with members of the committee volunteering to 
work on just one.  She offered the following tasks: 
 
(1) Carefully consider the 7 characteristics of good teaching.  Perhaps amplify/explain them, identify 
limitations, etc. 
 
(2) Consider the process of selection of observers and the number of observations. 
 
(3) Identify what points to observe. 
 
(4) Identify Pre-/Post-Observation Problems: what materials should be considered?  (Syllabus, some sort of 
instructional plan, etc.) 
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At the same time, we need to assure Departments that they’re doing a good job, but we request that they 
follow a few basic guidelines for uniformity and comparability. 
 
K. McKeever: there is a difficulty with subdivision: there’s overlap.  Why not take something like the Texas 
model and react to it?  This might save us a lot of time.  The Texas document was produced in response to 
exactly the same research/issues looked at by the Task Force (articulated on the basis of the same 
principles).  We could just edit it and run with it. 
 
G. Stelzig: let’s look at the Texas thing as a whole group. 
 
A. Stanley moved that we look at the Texas material as a group and then consider it against the issues Jane 
enumerated.  I. Bosch seconded.  This motion was approved by the committee. 
 
J. Morse announced that future meetings of the Faculty Affairs Committee this semester would begin at 
3:30, not 4:00. 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 4:59. 
 
Respectfully submitted by David Levy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
   


