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... . Announcements 

Spring Senate Meeting Dates 

April 13th 

May 4th 

All meetings will be held in Newton 204 and begin at 4:00P.M. 

CALL FOR NOMINATIONS 

1998-1999 Richard Roark Faculty Memorial 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 thought, every person 
could access the accumulated knowledge of all previous civilizations." 

_The Richard Roark Faculty Memorial Award is given to a graduating senior whose 
scholarship and community service exemplify the qualities that were so important to Richard. The 
recipient is given a stipend to purchase books, and The recipient's name will be inscribed on a 
plaque displayed in the Robert MacVitte College Union. Please submit nominations by Aprill5, 
1999 to Kurt Cylke, Depart.ment of Sociology, Sturges 122a. 
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Minutes of the College Faculty Affairs Committee 

March 2, 1999 

Members present: Bosch, Drachman, Everett, Filice, Gillette, Gillin, Hoops, Karch, McCoy, 
Stone; Williams . . , .. . 

Filice called the meeting to order at 4:08. 

Minutes from the meeting of February 16, 1999 were approved. 

Willia~s moved that w~ discuss th~ final version of the faculty survey and Drachman seconded 
the motion. After discussion, several corrections were made in both the wording and spacing of 
the survey. 

The discussion then centered around the issue of which faculty should receive this survey. It was 
decided that tenured and tenure-track faculty would be most directly affected by the issues 
addressed within this survey. 

There was then further discussion of the methods of distributing this survey. The discussion 
centered around the pros and cons of e-mail versus hard copy distribution. The decision was . 
made to distribute hard copies of the survey via campus mail to all tenured and tenure-track 
faculty. 

Th~ motion to approve and distribute this survey to tenured and tenun!-track members of the 
faculty was unanimously approved. 

The approved Faculty survey reads: 

The College Se~at~ Faculty Affairs Committee is considering proposing some perso~nel-related 
policy changes to the College Senate. We are, however, first inviting wider input from the · 
faculty. For this purpose, please circle your preferences below, and comment if you like. Then 
return the completed form by campus mail to C. Filice, Philosophy Dept. Welles 103 b · M 'h· 
12, 1999. ' . · Y arc 

I. Past practice at Geneseo has been that some faculty are granted co 
1
· · · 

. . . n mumg appomtment 
(tenure) without promotion to Associate Professor. It has been sugo t d h h · . 

. . . . ees e t at t e cntena for 
contmumg appomtment be eqUivalent to the criteria for promotio t A · · 
is your position on this proposed revision? n ° ssociate Professor .. What 

I. Strongly Agree 

2. Agree 

3. Neither agree nor disagree 

4. Disagree 
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5. Strongly disagree 

Comments: 

II. What, in your view, should the proposed revision stipulate regarding the criteria for early 
promotion to Associate Professor (before the continuing appointment decision year)? Should the 
criteria for early promotion to Associate Professor be: 

1. The same as the criteria for promotion at the time of continuing appointment. 

2. Higher (than the criteria for promotion at the time of continuing appointment) in one or more 
categories of teaching; scholarship, and service. 

3. Higher (than the ...... )in two or more categories of teaching, scholarship, and service. 

4. Higher (than the ~ ..... ) in all three categories of teaching, scholarship, and service. . . ' . .. 
5. Other (describe below) 

Comments: . 

Gillette brought up the issue of faculty openly distributing their book list and sought the faculty's 
input on this issue. The committee decided to wait on this issue until the matter was clarified by 
the Provost. Filice stated that he would be attend the workshop on teaching assessment organized 
by Helena Waddy with UUP funds. Waddy wm be delivering a report to this committee detailing 
her research on the SOFI issue later this semester. 

•' • . 

It was unanimously agreed upon that the committee would extend an invitation to both Ken 
Kallio and Meg Stolee to discuss procedural issues with the UUP at a meeting on March 9, 1999. 

The next meetings will be held on March 9, 1999 at 4:00pm in Welles Ill and on March 30, 
1999 at 4:00pm. · · · 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Keri Gillette, Tara Karch 
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Minutes of the Faculty Affairs Committee 

. March 9, 1999 

Present: I. Bosch, T. Everett, Carlo Felice, E. Gillin, H. Hoops, M Lima, B. McCoy, J. Williams. · 
Guest: M. Stolee . · 

Call to Order: Chair C. Felice called the meeting to order at 4:08 PM 

Approval of Minutes: After minor typographical corrections it was moved and seconded that the 
minutes of March 2, 1999 be approved. · ' ' · 

M. Stolee was asked to comment from her perspective as UUP representative on College 
procedures for evaluation of promotion, continuing appointment and reappointment. The 
discussion focused on ways in which these procedures might be strengthened and on how the role · 
of the Faculty Personnel Committee (FPC) in the evaluation process may be defined more ·' 
explicitly. 

. I 

Dr. Stolee distributed and reviewed a packet containing portions of UUP's contract, of the 
College Policies and Procedures Manual, of the SUNY Board of Trustees Policy for Evaluation 
and Promotion of Academic and Professional Employees, and excerpts of two recent arbitration 
judgements against SUNY in matters of faculty evaluation. The following questions were 
discussed at length: 

1. For example, one issue discussed was access to review by the FPC .. Can the Provost 
unilaterally request FPC review of a file? It was agreed that there is no explicit statement on this 
issue in the College Procedures. 

2. The College Policies and Procedure Manual stipulates that the Faculty Personnel 
Committee '.' shall consider only materials that will become a permanent part of the evaluation 
file'. The personnel files maintained by administration consist only of the H 1 form and a few 
addenda. What other documentation should the FPC review? 

· 3. Recent arbitration judgements stipulate that a candidate has the right to review his/her 
folder at any step in the evaluation process. Is College practice consistent with this judgement? 

4. Another recent arbitration judgement upheld the right of an employee to progressive 
discipline. 

Dr. Stolee was asked for the UUPs view on the linkage of promotion and continuing 
appointment decisions. She responded that this was not a legal issue therefore not an issue for the 
Union. She added that SUNY campuses are not consistent on the question of linkage. The issue 
of "double jeopardy" was also raised as a potential problem in our procedures (i.e. a situation 
where a Depanment Personnel Committee member is also a member of the FPC and renders 
judgement on a candidate at the Departmental level and the College level). Dr. Stolee stated that 
UUP has argued that this practice is unfair but the claim was not been recognized and the 
question has not been subject to a legal test. It was pointed out that this arrangement could also 
work for the benefit of the candidate. Dr. Stolee suggested that procedures to allow the FPC to 
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solicit additional information directly from a candidate might be worth considering. Any other 
fonn of inquiry by the FPC might be construed as a breach of confidentiality or a lapse in 
procedural propriety. This last point rekindled discussion on what documentation can be legally 
included in personnel files. Both unsolicited and unsigned statements are not valid, but: 
contributions can be solicited by various individuals. According to recent judgements a candidate 
now has the legal right to review all materials in his/her folder at any point in the evaluation 
process. While the confidentiality of some sources must be protected, UUP has argued that the 
candidate should be aware of the nature of all the evidence being considered. Clarity in the whole 
process may be facilited by maintenance of a chronological record of all materials added to 
evaluative dossiers. 

The point was raised that in light of the number of new arbitration decisions and other 
outstanding issues, FAC should strive to develop a set of recommendations for modifications and 
additions to the, existing College guidelines. This matter will be c~nsidered in subsequent FAC 
meetings~ , : . , . , 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:36PM. 
' ' . . 

Submitted by 

Isidro Bosch 

·' . 

: · : , > 
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Executive Committee Meeting · 
March 16, 1999 

Present: J. Boiani, J. Ballard, S. Edgar, K. Jones, E. Wallace, D. Repinski, C. Filice, B. 
Dixon, C. Dahl, A Gridley, J. Bushnell, J. Morse. · . . . . . 

Call ~o C>,~der: Past Chair J. Boia~_calledthe meeting to order at 12:45. 

Approval of Minutes: The minutes of February 16 and March 2, 1999, were approved as 
printed. . 

Adoption of Agenda: It was moved and seconded that the agenda be adopted. 

President's Report (C. Dahl): 

C. Dahl reported that Geneseo has been a part of a project on institutional transfonnation and 
leadership sponsored jointly by the American Council on Education and the Kellogg Foundation. · 
The project has been studying our curriculum reform process. A two-person team from the project 
is visiting campus today to meet with the Curriculum Review Steering Committee to see where we 
are in the curriculum reform process. 

. . .r 
He also reported that the search committee for Vice President for Student and Campus llie has 
identified about a dozen semi-finalists who have been invited for aiiport interviews in early April. 
Cainpus visits of fmalists will be scheduled later in the month. 

Provost's Report (B. Dixon): · 
Provost Dixon noted that the General Education Committee would be a good organization to 
examine the links between the Board of Trustees' general education policy and Geneseo's core. 
She felt that when the curriculum task force fmishes its general implementation of our redesigned 
curriculum, our core will be close to what the Board of Trustees has mandated. The task of making 
sure that our core fulfills the mandate seems to fall squarely under the charge of the General . 
Education Committee (GEC). The Provost concluded that this would be a good time to revitalize . 

· theGEC~ : · ' . 

In discussion, S. Edgar asked what the status of the report from the GEC would be. Would it 
need Senate approval? B. Dixon said that the committee would report to the Provost's office. S. 
Edgar asked what the purpose of the GEC would be after the report was finished? This sort of 
issue is very specific and doesn't arise all the time. She also raised the question, brought up on 
March 2, of whether it was appropriate for the Dean to chair the committee. In addition, she raised 
the question of how the GEC should function in regard to the core committees. Would oversight of 
the core be accomplished by having the core committees report to the GEC? 

C. Dahl replied that, first, this specific task it is a good one for the GEC, which did a wonderful 
job in responding to Vince Aceto's request for iriformation standards for general education. 
Second, the GEC was established in response to our most recent accreditation visit, which noted 
problems in oversight of cdre. Also; ·when the curriculum task force work is codified, then there 
may be more issues for the GEC to consider. · · 

Contimiii}g her report, the Provost announced that she is is establishing a college wide · 
technology planning board. Bob Simon has agreed to serve as chair; not all members of the · 
committee have been appointed This committee will make recommendations on priorities and how 
to advance our technological capacity, not decisions on how to allocate money, nor day-to-day 
decisions. . · · ·' 
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Faculty Affairs Committee (C. Felice): · ·· 
FAC met twice in two weeks, first to fmalize decisions about the survey on personnel matters, and 
last week to hear from Meg Stollee, grievance officer of UUP, regarding various cases of faculty 
evaluation, and to discuss lessons to be learned from the Kaplan case and others. At their March 30 
meeting, 4 PM in Welles 111, FAC will discuss the results of the survey . . 

Graduate Academic Affairs (J. Bushnell): 
The meeting of the Graduate Academic Affairs Committee with Doug Harke was rescheduled for 
March 30, at 4 PM, in Wadsworth 204. . - . . . . ., . 

Policy Committee (S. Edgar): 
S. Edgar reported meetings setting up guidelines for the new curriculum have been delayed, 
making it doubtful that proposals can be formulated in time to get through Senate. She reported that 
the new Critical reading and writing core committee may prepare their guidelines in time. The next 
Policy Committee meeting is April 6, at 4 PM, in Newton 204. Her committee would need the 
proposals by April6 to have them to Senate by April 13. The Undergraduate Bulletin we have now 
is good through 2000, so these gtiidelines would not be printed in it, but identifying courses 
without the guidelines presents a problem. 

In discussion, B. Dixon noted that she thinks it is still possible for us to get guidelines into the 
Senate Bulletin, but people can't submit courses until guidelines are ready. C. Dahl noted that if the 
numeric and symbolic committee gets guidelines ready, they could have a first reading in 
September. Edgar added that it would be possible to have the first reading in May and the second 
in September. J. Boiani cited a precedent not to carry over business from one Senate to another 
(which has a different membership). 

Student Affairs Committee (D. Repinski): No report. 

Undergraduate Curriculum Committee (K. Jones): No report. 
' . ' .; 

Unfinished Business: 
J. Boiani suggested that we could ask the General Education Committee (GEC) to examine 
what charge they feel the committee is responsible for fulfilling. C. Dahl thought their charge could 
be discussed in Executive Committee. Ultimately GEC can only be changed by the President Dahl 
noted that GEC was formed to provide oversight of the general education requirements in response 
to our last accreditation visit· He felt that GEC is needed and would be the appropriate committee to 
examine how the revised Geneseo curriculum fits the Board of Trustees' new mandates on general 
education. Dahl added that the UCC does not serve that function. This would mean that sometimes 
the GECmay not have an ongoing agenda, but there are accountability issues that GEC should · 
consider. · -

J. Boiani noted that, in the new budget process, no single entity makes recommendations for 
general education. C. Dahl and B. Dixon felt it would be good to discuss that in the GEC as well. 
Dixon noted that we pass requirements, without ascertaining later .whether they are being met in 
practice. She noted that we don't want to police people, but we do need to make sure that our 
requirements are being met by the course work offered to fulfill them. S. Edgar thought that the 
core corrunittees were supposed to do that. She said that the critical reasoning core committee was 
functioning that way. In her opinion, the GEC isn't actually functioning as an oversight 
committee. (Executive Committee members who have served on the GEC have reported that it met 
infrequently, if at all.) She noted that the core committees were supposed to report to the GEC, 
according to the constitutional charge. Edgar felt that the other half of the GEC's constitutional 
charge, which states that "they will review all issues relevant to general education" is vague. The 
GEC' s relations to other committees should be more clearly defmed. Edgar raised the issue of 
whether it is appropriate for the Dean to chair the committee, which she.reported the Dean himself 
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raised in a meeting of the GEC. B. Dixon conunented that it is appropriate for a management 
representative to chair the committee if the GEC stays a presidential committee. Dixon added that 
she felt that curricular drift is a problem that haunts every department Dahl added that too much ·, · 
oversight can become intrusive, but it has to be done nevertheless. Edgar added that core has a 
special status - standards are set, courses must meet them, and some one needs to make sure they 
do il . · .:; 

New Business: 
S. Edgar remarked that Executive Committee ought to study intersession to see how many 
people it benefits and whether is it worth keeping. She will raise the issue at the next meeting. B. 
Dixon noted that this is an important planning and curricular issue, and is also related to swnmer 
school; both are ultimately a matter of budget and management. The Provost agrees that 
intersession and summer school are issues that need to be studied, but she has not appointed a •· 
group to do so. It is partly an issue of curriculum, which the Senate oversees, and partly an 
administrative and budget issue. S. Edgar noted that no one has offered figures illustrating the 
financial side of intersession. C. Dahl remarked that it is an administrative issue, but the Senate 
could recommend a group to be formed to study intersession. 

In other new business, C. Filice noted that the new policy of having required books and 
materials listed on the web is a hot topic among faculty. He asked what the impetus behind 
the new policy is and how binding it will be. · 

B. Dixon explained that the policy is a response to a change on the New York: state tax law, 
making all required and recommended textbooks and materials for all part-time and full-time 
students in New York: state tax exempt Course packs are also included. The institutions will have 
to make public what books and materials qualify. Books and materials are exempt regardless of 
where they are purchased. She has a copy of the regulations in her office. She noted that chairs 
will be responsible for having departments tum in book lists by June 1, a deadline that most chairs 
agreed was reasonable at a recent meeting. An August 1 deadline would be too late for . · 
accommodations such as books on tape to be made. She expects the faculty will make a good faith 
effort to cort~ply. She added that there will be a book list for every section; we are not talking about 
having the same book list for multiple sections. 

J. Boiani asked if the book store contract has been decided. C. Dahl and B. Dixon said it has not. 
A. Gridley noted that the students do not think that competition is the issue. C. Dahl noted that if 
there are multiple bookstores, they will have to work out the marketing issues themselves. ·. 

A number of other questions arose. K. Jones asked the rea5on for the June 1 deadline. B. Dixon 
pointed out that some timely deadline now has to exist J. Ballard asked what the deadline is for . 
spring classes. Dixon stated that it will be December 1. C. Felice expressed concern that faculty 
only have adequate time to examine new materials in the summer. B. Dixon pointed out that other 
institutions already have early deadlines. C. Felice asked if there will be some flexibility. B. Dixon 
said that there would be some, but she expects faculty and department chairs to meet the deadline. 
Dixon added that new faculty will also be expected to submit book lists by the June 1 deadline and 
that department chairs will be working with new hires to assisrthem in meeting the deadline. Last 
minute hires present a special situation and again will need to work with their department chairs to 
solve the issue of required texts and materials for their courses. C. Dahl added that there are always 
reasonable adjustments in what has to be required. C. Filice asked if it would be possible to add 
another book in August? B. Dixon replied that the faculty could make a good faith attempt to make 
their decision by the deadline. Her bigger wony is a last minute replacement for someone who is 
on sick leave and has already ordered books. 

A. Gridley stated that the students are concerned; they know some faculty will try to skip by this. 
Dixon felt that this would be fewer than 1%. 
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C. Dahl rommented th~t the 3dininistration can't force people to corriply,' but that faculty can't be 
irresponsible either. He expressed confidence that it is not unreasonable to ask for a book list at a 
certain date and promised no draconian over-enforcement 

S. Edgar commented that ha~ing graduation on Memorlal Day did not leave inuch time for meeting 
a June 1 deadline. J. Morse commented that a heavy work load made it difficult for faculty to 
examine new materials during the semester. The early deadline could postpone changing course 
readings for a year, creating a situation where courses could become stagnant · 

The meeting was adjourned at 1 :50 .. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jane Fowler Morse 
Secretary of the College Senate 

'' 

' ·. 

. '.: 
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All College Meeting 
March 16, 1999 

. Call to Order: Chair K. Cylke called the meeting to order at 4 PM. 
. . 

Adoption of Agenda: It was moved and seconded that the agenda be adopted as printed. . 

Approval of Minutes: It was moved and seconded that the minutes of the March 3, 1999 
meeting of the Senate be approved as printed. 

Chair K. Cylke invited Chair E. Kintz of the Committee on Nominations to present the slate of 
candidates for college offices. (See Bulletin~ pages 288-300.) E. Kintz's motion to accept the slate 
was seconded from the floor and passed unanimously. K. Cylke called for nominations from the 
floor for the positions. (Does anyone know who?) nominated Michael J. Teres (Art) for Senator at 
Large over six years; S. Edgar nominated Jane Fowler Morse (Education) for Senator at Large six 
years and under. It was moved and seconded that the slate be accepted as amended, which passed 
unanimously. 

K. Cylke explained that the two amendments on the ballot are needed to bring Constitution in line 
with existing structures. The lrrst changes the phrase "College Relations and Development" to . · 
"College Advancement'' in Article IV, section 5. The second changes the phrase "position of · 
librarian" to the phrase "rank of librarian" in Article n, footnote 1, to clarify who is included in the 
phrase "teaching faculty." (See Bulletin, page 301.) It was moved and seconded that these 
amendments be placed on the ballot, which passed unanimously. 

Adjournment: The All College Meeting was adjourned at 4:06. 

College Senate Meeting 
March 16, 1999 

Call to Order: Chair K. Cylke called the meeting to order 4:07PM. 
J J ::· · . · 

Adoption of Agenda: It was moved and seconded that the agenda be adopted as printed. 

Approval of Minutes: It was moved and seconded that the minutes (Bulletin, p~ges 281-286) 
be approved as printed , .. 

President's ·Report (C. Dahl): 
The President reported on four items. 
(1) The search for a new Vice President for student and campus life is proceeding apace. The 
committee has screened the more than 65 applicants down to 12 or so; they are scheduling 
intetviews for after vacation. 
(2) Dahl reported meeting with the Commission on Diversity and Community, which has 
done an outstanding job in their report. They are working on refining and organizing their ideas. 
Their recommendations cover both long and short range, specific initiatives. Dahl is ·eager to move 
on their suggestions in several areas; he plans to implement stronger recruitment of under 
represented students and more international students to enrich the atmosphere of our campus. The 
commission will be sharing their insights in April. Dahl reported that the more he and the 
commission talked about diversity, the more they saw they needed to talk about community. The 
commission is working very hard. Dahl reports that he may want to move quickly on many of their 
recommendations. 
(3) In the ongoing saga of the state budget, Dahl and a delegation of College Council members 
and students met with seven to eight legislators two weeks ago. He and five other SUNY 
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Presidents were also able to see the Senate majority leader, Senator Bruno. Both houses seemed to 
be supportive of the need to restore cuts. The delegation reports that legislators say of course they 
are going to restore the TAP money. However, the problematic thing is that the remainder of the 
52 million dollar budget gap needs to be restored also. The House has added $16.3 million for full 
time faculty lines; however, a similar appropriation was vetoed last year, which reminds us that we . 
all need to continue communicating our support of SUNY to legislatorS. · 
(4) The committee on arming the University Police is at work; public forums are tentatively 
scheduled April14, 15. Comments and opinions on this issue should be sent in writing, by email, 
or in person to Gary Root, chair. 

Provost's Report (B. Dixon): . 
' : .· 

(1) We are establishing a teehnology planning board that will assist in dealing with issues 
related to technology planning. Bob Simon has agreed to chair the planning board; not all members 
are appointed yet The group will not hand out money, but will deal with broader policy issues and 
address such things as campus wide software needs. 

Chair's report (K. Cylke): 
K. Cylke reported that the Executive Conuriittee studied the procedures developed by Nominations 
Committee for electing new members of the Faculty Personnel Committee. Rather than bring it 
forward as a constitutional amendment now, the Executive Committee decided on a one year trial 
period, with the intent that this will result in a constitutional amendment next year, perhaps after 
some adjustments. This is consistent with the constitutional amendment of last year regarding 
selection of the FPC. (For the new procedures, see Bulletin, page 289.) 

Cylke drew attention to the call for nominees for the Roark Faculty Memorial Award. (See I' 

Bulletin, page 299.) The deadline is April15; he encouraged faculty to nominate qualified students. ' 

Vice Chair's Report (B. Glass): No report. 

Treasurer's Report (J. Ballard): No report 

University Faculty Senate (Ed Wallace): 
E. Wallace reported that the resolution from our last meeting has been forwarded to Chancellor 
Ryan and the Board of Trustees in Albany. Characteristic of their management style, there has been 
no response. UFS is putting together some ideas concerning the level of confidence that the faculty 
has in Board of Trustees, which will be raised at the April meeting. The UFS is looking for 
nominees to serve on system-wide UFS committees. Nominees don't have to be University 
Faculty Senators. 

Central Council (A. Gridley): 
(1) Budget hearings for student organizations are currently being held. 
(2) The Budget Advocacy Rally had to be postponed because of the snow day; since there are no 
other times the rally could be scheduled for the Union, it has been canceled. 

Undergraduate Curriculum Committee (K. Jones): 
K. Jones proposed for second reading, Anthropology 328, Latin (author) 201,202 and301,302, 
and minor course changes in English 300, which all passed unanimously. 
She also proposed for first reading minor course changes in Department of Communication 

I I 

I 

J 

courses Comn 270, 253, and 275, which passed unanimously. · · 
In addition she proposed a new course, Phil214, Chinese Philosophy, which passed 

11
1 

unanimously. (See Bulletin, pages 305 to 315.) V 
UCC is meeting jointly with the Policy Committee on April 6 at 4 PM (Stacey or Kathy, can you 
tell me the place?). 
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Graduate Academic Affairs (Judy Bushnell): · · · · · · 
The Graduate Academic Affairs Committee is meeting at 4 PM, March 30 in Wadsworth 204. 

Policy Committee (S. Edgar): 
Policy anticipates meeting jointly with UCC on April6. · 

Faculty Affairs Committee ( C. Filice): · . · · . . · · : · · · 
FAC has met twice to discuss various personnel procedures. Two weeks ago they finalized 
decisions about faculty survey. Last week they heard Meg Stolee, grievance officer of United 
University Professions, on the Kaplan decision and other matters concerning evaluation of faculty. 
Minutes will appear in the Bulletin soon. They will meet next on March 30, at 4 PM, in Welles 
111. . . ,. ,. . 

Student Affairs (D. Repinski): No report. 

Unfinished Business: None. 

New Business: . 
Dean Greenfield reported for the Calendar Committee, which was charged with looking at the 
calendar and the manner in which we devise it, and whose members were Chair T. Greenfield, B. 
Rosenberg, J. McCartin, R. V asiliev, and K. Gillette. Dean Greenfield reviewed the charge of the 
committee: to look at calendar and the manner in which we devise it The committee agreed with 
concept of parameters to remove from the college the necessity of reconstructing the calendar from 
scratch~ They held two open meetings, which a total of twenty-five people attended and received 
eight or nine written communications. Although many people said they were speaking on behalf of 
others, Greenfield remarked that it is difficult to assess how many opinions were represented that 
way. Greenfield reported that the committee did not find that the meetings or the communications 
made a compelling case to offer a reconstruction of the calendar as we know it; consequently, the 
committee decided to make some adjustments, which he summarized as follows: 
Proposed chan~es for Fall: 
Classes begin seven days before labor day. 
Labor Day, no classes, dorms open. 
Columbus Day (Closest Monday to October 12) plus following Tuesday, mid term break. 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday of Thanksgiving, Thanksgiving break. 
70th Instructional Day, last day of class. 
Day after last day of class (Tuesday), Study Day. 
Five days following (excluding Saturday and Sunday), final exams. · '. 
Notes: (1) Weekend of Welcome will be moved up, dorms open early to accommodate. (2) 
Freshman Convocation, New Faculty Orientation, and Opening Convocation will be rescheduled at 
the discretion of the President. (3) After final exams, faculty will have 72 hoilrs excluding . 
Christmas Eve and Christmas Day to turn in grades. ( 4) The Dean may add a study day at his . · 
discretion in the middle of the exam period when the calendar can accommodate it 
Proposed chang;es for Sprim~: . 
Classes begin the fourth Monday of January. · · 
The 40th class day (Friday), last class before Spring Break. 
Spring Break of five days, dorms closed. 
70th instructional day (Friday); last day of class. 
No exams scheduled Saturday and Sunday following last day of class. 
Exam period starts on Monday and Tuesday, study day is Wednesday, exams continue Thursday, 
Friday, and the following Monday. . · ·. · 
Commencement occurs on the Saturday following final exams. · 
Notes: (1) No change to intersession. (2) Dorms open as necessary to accommodate the beginning 
of the semester. (3) No change to summer sessions. 
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Greenfield noted that there has been a constant stream of recommendations to make Labor Day a 
full holiday over the years from students and faculty, although this is not unanimous. He added 
that K.Gillette advocated very strongly for additional study days, especially in the fall, leading to 
the recommendation that, in those years when we can do this, the Dean can exercise his discretion 
to add a study day. He pointed out that the proposal does not change fall break or Thanksgiving 
break. In spring, the proposal added beginning classes on Monday. Nothing else really changes, 
except that the spring semester ends on Friday giving us Saturday and Sunday study days, so the 
conunittee built in a Wednesday study day, canying the fifth day of exams over to Monday. All 
else, intersession, breaks, length of semester, and length of classes, went unchanged. Greenfield 

. stated that the proposal was not a rebuttal for all possible alternatives, but was offered as a 
calendar that appears to work, although not without its discontents. He offered the proposals as a 
motion, which was seconded from the floor. 

In discussion, S. Edgar spoke against the proposal. She noted that the committee had said that 
everything is on the table, rather than minor twiddling with what we have. She expressed 
dissatisfaction with introducing another partial week (Labor Day), which loses students and 
therefore is not conducive to learning. The Academic Calendar Guidelines of 1987 advocated that 
partial weeks should be avoided during the semester. The Columbus Day break and the proposed 
Labor Day break violate this policy. Edgar stated she was hoping for several alternative proposals. 
As it is, we have to adopt this proposal, or stay with the calendar we currently have. Although she 
is not satisfied with it, Edgar expressed her preference for our present calendar. . . . 

' . ~ 

K. Deffenbaugh asked Greenfield to explain the reasoning for having a Monday exam day. She 
wondered whether we would not lose people for commencement with Senior Week activities 
scheduled for Tuesday through Saturday. Greenfield replied that he is not aware that we lose 
people during that time under the current calendar. He thinks the faculty are committed to coming 
to commencement. Deffenbaugh noted that we are already backed up to summer school, which 
starts the next week, which leaves no time to clean halls. She added that she brought that up as a 
consideration . 

. , 

B. Goecke/ asked whether everything was indeed on the table, stating that he was not sure what 
one considers compelling. He felt that a turnout of twenty-five people is not bad. There are a 
number of things he would like to change. He asked whether the length of the semester was a 
variable or a constant. He also asked for an explanation of comments on the calendar in Executive 
Committee minutes of a month ago, which seemed to show a disparity of views. He seconded S. 
Edgar's remarks, asking why Senate wasn't presented with more than one option. He asked, is 
there not a way we could somehow get a finger on the pulse of all the constituencies better? 

· Greenfield replied that the Executive Committee did not tie our hands, but we had to follow 
polic:ies from SUNY Central and The State Education Department concerning Carnegie units 
which· specify a minimum for one credit of 750 minutes of instruction. He stated that we were 
given more fluidity than that in the length of semester, and conceded that these are minor changes. 
He noted that the 25 people who responded did not speak with a single voice. He noted that there 
are there are some precedents for bringing forward multiple options, but others not to. For 
instance, we did not have any options to the new critical reading and writing core and numeric and 
symbolic requirement. The committee saw its job as doing the refining which resulted in one 

. option, streamlining the process. They can't refute every other conceivable option. 

Student Senator Paul Brown asked how changing of the first classes would impact opening the 
residence halls. He stated that it is nice to have time to get acclimated. Bill Caren replied that 
administration is considering moving the Week of Welcome to Thursday and that donns would be 
open earlier. 
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S. Edgar asked if faculty will be expected to go to Freshman Convocation and Opening · · · 
Convocation on Friday before the Monday classes begin? C. Dahl replied that he wants to retain · 
these traditions. He feels that Opening Convocation could be held later in the week, perhaps late 
Monday or Tuesday afternoon. Some institutions lwld a dinner later in the semester. New faculty 
and staff orientation could be held on Friday to good advantage, perhaps even expanded. Sunday 
night will continue to work for New Student (Freshman) Convocation. 

A. Gridley asked what happens if the calendar proposal doesn't pass? Greenfield replied that · 
unless a new calendar is passed, the old one holds. He felt that remanding the proposal to the . 
committee is up to the Executive Committee. K. Cylke stated that it is not likely that we could do 
anything in time for the fall, so the current calendar would stay in place. It is an established college 
policy that we examine it again in four years, passed by the Senate and approved by the President 
lastyear. . . 

Student Senator Eric Goergen asked if the committee had considered the issue of religious 
observances, specifically, an additional day off at Easter to allow students to go home for the 
holiday. Greenfield replied that the committee did ask the Hillel group about Saturday exams to 
avoid carrying spring exams over to Monday. Hillel advised them not to schedule exams for 
Saturday, which they did not do. The issue of Easter did not come up in their discussions . . 

Student Senator Kevin Kosik asked if the calendar for fall and spring semesters should not be 
consistent. Student Senator Peter Johnson noted one day off at Easter would break up a long 
stretch following Spring break. Greenfield replied that it is difficult to have an oral discussion of 
the calendar, since suggested changes have a ripple effect, which impacts on all aspects of the · 
calendar. We cannot reduce the Carnegie unit. We need as many class days as we now have in the 
proposal. 

A. Gridley spoke in favor of this proposal. She saw no harm in making these changes for the next 
four years. Some of the concerns can be researched, we may may be able to gain more information 
on the impact on students and faculty, and we may implement a different calendar in four years. 

B. Goecke/ spoke against the proposal again, noting how little we have talked about pedagogy and 
teaching. He felt that a fifty minute midterm is difficult, and the shorter class period makes it hard 
to show a video that is up to date, since there is not time to discuss it. He felt that we need to be a 
11UJre passionate about things that could improve quality of teaching and learning. In the last · . 
reform, we ended up actually teaching fewer hours during the semester than before, which should 
not have been called reform. In his opinion, our present calendar is detrimental to pedagogy. He · 
would like to restore the virtues of the old calendar, and remembers debates which focused on· 
pedagogy, not merely technical issues as does today' s debate. E. Gillin agreed, stating that he is 
struck by the seriousness of this. He asked if a vote on the proposal will end all discussion for four 
years, or whether we can keep the discussion open. K. Cylke noted that this would not be possible 
under the present Constitution, but that the Executive Committee would be glad to put the issue on 
the agenda for the next meeting. 

S. West recalled that the current calendar was not passed by an overwhelming majority, but was a 
split decision decided by chair of Senate which left 50% of the people not happy. He noted that the 
proposal is a modification of something that was not overwhelmingly popular before, which seems 
a real disservice to education on this campus. He felt the issues raised need to be discussed and that 
we need to remind faculty that this is a serious issue. Greenfield replied that the calendar 
committee decided neither to privilege nor to discount the previous calendar, and did not couch 
their expectations so that it would make it a more or less attractive thing to retain. He noted that 
West's account of the vote is factually correct, adding that these are contentious issues, on which 
there was widespread involvement before. 
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J. Boiani spoke in favor of the proposal, pointing out that discussion of the proposed changes was 
initiated at the beginning of last year. There are few three day weekends in many people's 
schedules, and Labor Day provides an opportunity for families to get together. Students expressed 
concern about an extra study day some time ago as well. He felt there is nothing to prevent Senate 
next year from revisiting the calendar issue, but the fact is that not many people turned up at the 
open meetings. 

M. Siolee stated that she never appeared at those meetings because she likes the current calendar. 
She shows videos over the cable and has adjusted her exams to the shorter class time. She likes the 
longer semester, which allows the student to read more outside of class time. She felt that few 
people in attendance at the open meetings showed there is general satisfaction with the calendar. 

. . 

J. Bushnell called the question, which passed by a show of hands. The motion to approve the 
calendar proposal subsequently passed by a vote of 33 in favor, 21 against. 

... 
Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 5 PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jane Fowler Morse 
Secretary of the College Senate . 

. ~ . 
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GRADUATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITIEE MINUTES . 
March 30, 1999 

Members present: K. Broikou, J. Bulsys, J. Bushnell, C. Haddad, C. Jackson, N. Schiavetti, M. 
Teres. Guests present: D. Harke, P. Murphy. 

Chair J. Bushnell called the meeting to order at 4:07 p.m. She stated that the single agenda item 
was discussion of grant and travel support for graduate students, an issue raised by P. Murphy 
as a concerned member of the Research Council • 

. ' ' 

D. Harke provided background on the issue. The state requires all graduate programs to have · 
some sort of culminating experience such as a comprehensive exam, thesis, or major research 
project. In the late 1970s when D. Harke was Director of Graduate Studies, the thesis/major 
project option was made available but was not overly popular with faculty, so students seldom 
chose it. In 1995, D. Harke was asked to serve as Interim Director of Graduate Studies and he 
explored the thesis/project option. By that time, new faculty in Education, which had the 
largest graduate programs, were interested in the thesis/project option. Increasing numbers of 
students have chosen to complete master's theses or major research projects, and their efforts 
often result in work that is publishable or suitable for presentation at professional conferences. 
Graduate research projects and travel can be expensive and are worthy of grant funding, but the 
Research Council has had no formal mechanism for funding graduate students. The Research 
Council is able to provide many undergraduate research grants through a program funded 
partially by undergraduate student fees allocated for that purpose by Central Council. · The 
criteria for incentive grants do not exclude graduate students, and when there has been a · 
surplus in incentive grant accounts the Research Council has often used some of these funds to 
support graduate students. Although this informal system worked well when there were few 
graduate student grant requests, a dramatic increase in graduate student applications meant that 
only about one third to one half of the applicants could be funded. Many Research Council 
members and other faculty have seen a need for a separate graduate student research fund to 
cover research costs or travel to professional meetings. 

In the discussion that followed, J. Bushnell asked whether a resolution from this committee 
would help, and D. Harke said that it would. C. Jackson noted that research is very important in 
some of the Education graduate programs and that some kinds of research are inherently 
expensive and hard for students to finance on top of other educational expenses. She added that 
the research done by graduate students reflects well on the College. N. Schiavetti said that 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences has six students attending a national conference; the four 
undergraduates received funding, but the two graduate students did not. D. Harke and P. Murphy 
replied that the two graduate students have just been funded. N. Schiavetti said it is ironic that 
undergraduates' requests can be funded more easily than graduate students' requests; several 
graduate students have published, and in some cases they received research grants when they 
were undergraduates here but may not be funded as graduate students. 

P. Murphy identified three important issues related to a formal grant program for graduate 
students. The first is the type and level of funding needed. The Research Council offers various 
levels of grant support to faculty and might want to handle graduate student support in a similar 
way. The second issue involves the source of funding, and the Geneseo Foundation would be one 
possibility. The third issue involves administrative considerations such as letting graduate 
students know about grant availability and developing criteria for awarding grants. 
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In discussing possible sources of funding, N. Schiavetti asked whether graduate students pay fees Ot 
that could partially fund grants as the undergraduate fees do. K. Broikou replied that graduate 
students pay a comprehensive fee that is less than · the undergraduate mandatory fee. It is not 
itemized, and may only cover the technology and health fees. D. Harke suggested that the Geneseo 
Foundation is a possible funding source, and that their support could create goodwill that might 

I , 

!: 

make graduate program alumni more apt to respond favorably to the Foundation's appeals for 
donations. He added that a graduate research fund could start at a modest level and additional 

· funds might be requested as needed to accommodate increasing numbers of worthy applicants. 
· , .' · 

•• ' j ' . ·' 

In discussing the issue of funding levels, M. Teres asked about the numbers of graduate student 
requests. D. Harke's office could provide the number of applicants and number of graduate 
students receiving funds. Approximately one third to one half of graduate student requests are 
funded under the current informal setup. C. Jackson asked what percentage of undergraduate 
requests receive support, and D. Harke replied about ninety percent. N. Schiavetti added that 
the percentage of undergraduate · requests receiving support has increased since Central Council 
and the Geneseo Foundation raised their contributions to the undergraduate ~esearchfund. 

·.' •' ~ ' ' 

In discussing administrative issues, K. Broikou said that her office could provide all graduate 
• students with information about a grant program. J. Bushnell pointed out that only the . 
President in consultation with the Semite Executive Committee can amend the section of the 
constitution outlining the Research Council's structure and function. N. Schiavetti added that the 
Research Council's subcommittees' procedures and criteria are not detailed in the constitution 
but are determined by the subcommittees: 

., . 
The committee's consensus was that it would be appropriate to draft a resolution supporting a 
formal system for funding graduate student research and professional travel. · J~ Bushnell 
volunteered to draft a resolution and e-mail it to committee members for further discussion. 

I • 

.The meeting adjourned at 4:43 p.m. · 

Respectfully submitted, 
Judith Bushnell 

.. ' ' ., 
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