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AnnouncementS 
.. . 

. CALL FOR NOMINATIONS 

· 1998-1999 SUNY GENESEO SUPPORTED PROFESSORSHIPS 
THE AWARDS 
This year, nominations are requested for two supported professorships: the Lockhart Professor
ship, established in honor of Drs. James· and Julia Lockhart; and the Geneseo Alumni 
Association Supported Professorship. Both professorships are three-year term appointments 
carrying with them the following rights and responsibilities: 
I. A $500.0 annual grant from the Geneseo Foundation for the term of the appointment; · 
2. The privilege, as part of their normal teaching load, to design and teach one course of their 

choosing per year. This course, which will be designated as a Lockhart or Alumni Professor 
course,. will have content, class size and prerequisites as determined by the instructor. 

3. Deliver one College-wide lecture on a topic of their choice during their term. 
CRITERIA 
l. Rank of at least Associate Professor with continuing appointment (please note that 

individuals selected for either professorship must commit to continuous service, 
uninterrupted by leaves or sabbaticals, for the term of the appointment); 

2. A demonstrated record of superior teaching.of undergraduates and involvement of students in 
the learning process; 

3. A demonstrated record of superior advise~ent (both formal and informal); 
4. A ·visible and meaningful involvement in campus life; and ' 
5. An active scholarly life. 
NOMINATION PROCEDURE 
Nominations will be accepted from faculty and students, and should consist of a narrative of no 
more than two pages double spaced describing the nominee's fulfillment of the aforementioned 
criteria. Since the policies for supported professorships do not permit simultaneous appointments 
of more than one person from a single discipline (nor reappointment within a 10 year period), 
Lockhart Professors Towsley, O'Donnell, Easton; Alumni Professor Padalino, Geneseo Founda
tion Professor Geiger; and faculty in English and Chemistry are not eligible for nomination this 
year. Nominations should be submitted to the Provost's Office by 4:00p.m. by Monday, March 
30, 1998. . 

1997-1998 Richard Roark A ward 
Shortly after Richard Roark's untimely death in 1970, a group of his friends established a 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 Award is given to a graduating senior whose scholarship and commu
nity 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 MacVittie College Union. Please submit nominations by April 16, 1998, to James A. . 
Boiani, D~partment of Chemistry, Greene 305. 
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Next College Senate Meeting _., 
April14 .... .. . . 

I .... ' 

Newton 204, at 4:00P.M. 

From the Chair 

Update on Nominations 

· Two more nominations for Senate Officers were receive·d at the All Coll~ge Me~ting. 
· Becky Glass, Sociology, was nominated for Vice-Chair and Jane Fowler Morse, Education, was 

nominated for Secretary. Also, Roseanne Hartman~ Communication, withdrew as a candidate for 
the Social Science position on the Professional Leave Review Committee because of sabbatical 
commitments next year. She will be replaced on the ballot by Patricia Murphy, Socio_logy. The 
order of the names for each position on the ballots you be receiving will be randomized. There 
will have numbers next to them that are used for counting purposes only. · · · ., · · 

Update on Amendments 
... ' . ·' ' :· .. ,. -:: • ... 'i 

Seven of the nine amendments will appear on the ballot as published in the Bulletin. The 
two amendments pertaining to the structure of the Faculty Personnel Committee (numbers 7 and 
9) will most likely be modified at the suggestion of several faculty at the All College Meeting 
and through consultation with their proposers and the Executive Committee. The modified 
amendments are scheduled to be published in the April 3 issue of the Bulletin to meet the two 
wee!C before election deadline. Also, I plan to post them on Faculty-L and ProfessionaJ-L. · ·· 

All College Meeting Minutes 
17 March 1998 

Call to Order: Chair J. Boiani called the meeting to order at 4:03 PM 

Adoption of Agenda: The agenda is adopted unanimously. 

. : . 
• ~ ' I 

Report of the Committee on Nominations: Nominees for Senate officers, Senator at~large 
positions, General Education, and Professional Leave Review Committee are .presented (432-
433). . 

Nominations from the Floor for Senate ·Positions: . 
The Chair asks for nominations for Senate officers. D. Repinski nominates .R Glass for' vlc~- . 
Chair. S. Edgar nominates J. Morse for Secretary. ·· · 
The Chair asks for nominations for at-Large Senate positions. 
A motion to close nominations is moved, secon_ded, and passed unanimously_. 

Hearing on Proposed Amendments to the Constitution of the Faculty: .: .. 
• • ~ t 

The Chair presents amendments one at a time. (see Bulletin 427-428 and 433-434) 
Amendment 4 removes language requiring Senate approval of appointees by Senate Chair for 
Committee Chairs. . : . . . 
Lovett asks what happens if chosen chai~s are not approved, learns that another selection m~tst 
be made, then notes that a potentially important committee will have no chair until the next 
Seriate meeting. 
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··· Macula suggests that Committees select their own Chairs. 
Amendment 7 opens up the Faculty Personnel Committee to the Assoc. ranks. 
Willey points to a scenario where an Associate. Professor denied promotion by another 
Associate Professor could later serve on FPC and retumthefavor. 
Miu::ula notes that Assoc. Prof's serve on Department Persormel Committees and as Depar~ment 

1 ·· chairs. · · 
Wechsler notes that it is important to h~ve women eligible to serve on such an important 
committee, and that only 3 women are currently eligible to serve. 
Macula notes that amendment 7 does not prevent a committee composed completely of Full 
Professors. . 
Amendment 9 makes several changes to FPC. It increases the number from 5 to 7, it allows as 
many as 3 AssoCiate Professors, it prohibits 2 from the same Department from serving at the 
,same time and provides a new nominations mechanism. 
Bushnell points to the conflict of amendments 7 and 9 and thus generates some lively, yet 
confusing discussion. . , . . 
FAC may be willing to revise their amendment, possibly breaking it up into several smaller 
piec~s. Meanwhile, the proposer of amendment 7 may be . willing to delay this amendment until 
the Fall. 

Adjournment: The meeting is adjourned ill 4:34 PM . 

l · 

. College Senate Minutes 
17 March 1998 

ll 
Present: Allen, J., Allison, M.~ A$gary, N., Babian, A., Bailey, S., Ballard, J., Beswick, H., Blood, M., Boiani, J., Bossung. S., 
Brennan, Brown. P .• Bushnell. J .• Butwell, S., Ca.c;e, P., Caren, W., Crosby, E., Cylke, K., Dahl, C., Daniels, C., Deffenbaugh. K., 
DeH:Irt. G .• Dixon, B., Drachman. E., Ebeling, M .• Edgar, S., Aetcher, K., Gillette, K., Gillin, E .• Gohlman, W., Greenfield. T .• 
Gridley. A., Haddad, C., H:111man, R., Hatton, A., Hill. D., Hon. T., Hues, R.lves, N., Iyer, S., Johnson, D., Karch, T., Kedzierawski. 
A., Kimball, J., Klima. C., Koomen, J., Landes, S., Latorella. H., leary, C., Levison, K .• Lima. M .• Lofquist, W .• Lovett. J .• Maclean. 
P .• Macula. A .• Maione. L., Morse, J., Murphy, P., Over, J.. Paratore. G .• Reber. J., Repinski, D .• Rosenberg. R .• Sancilio. L .• Schacht. 
P .• Schiavetti. N .• P., Schneider. M .• Seymour, J., Stew:lrt, K., Stone. J._. Tang. C .• Trasher, V., Vasiliev, R .• Watt. D .• Webb, P. 

Call to Order: Chair J. Boiani called the meeting to order at 4:36P.M. 

Approval of Agenda: Motion to accept the agenda passes unanimously. . . . 

Approval of the minutes: The minutes of the 24 February meeting ( 413-417) as amended on p. 
436 were approved unanimously. · · · 

REPORTS 
Chair (J. Boiani) 
The Chair asks for Senators to sign the attendance sheet. 
The Chair asked that when recognized, speakers state their names and affiliations. (While this 
request has been repeated at every Senate meeting during my reign, it is not always honored, 
vide infra.) 
The Chair notes that an open meeting Thursday at 12:45 PM is being held to discuss amendments 
to the constitution. 

· Nominations for sponsored Professorships are due by March 30. 
Nominations for the Richard Roark Award are due by April 16. 

President (C. Dahl) . 
The President commented on the St~te Budget. . The current budget calls for an increase of $87 
million for SUNY, $7 million more for TAP.· Dahl, in talking with legislators, feels that 
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reductions are unlikely, but possibilities for increases exist. Such increases could be to TAP, 
restoration of EOP, Chancellor scholarships for students, and matching funds for endowed 
Professors. A proposed Capital Budget for SUNY for 5 years is $2 billion. This years proposal 
has $400 million, compared to last years $110-120 million. While "the renovation of Bailey is in 
the current budget, Dahl believes that an integrated science building makes better sense. Dahl 
thinks renovation costs will exceed new building costs. 
The President commented on the Enhanced Discretionary Salary Program: 
Dahl hopes to have a memo explaining these decisions within the next few days. He comments 
that Albany returned exact figures last Friday and that Personnel worked over the weekend. Fifty 
percent of the DSI went toward structural issues for staff and faculty, the remaining amount to 
Chairs to distribute in the usual ways. Additional money was added, money exceeding the total 
DSI money. Each rank has a floor with 5 steps of $700. For Assistant Professor the range is 
$34,500 to $38,000. For Associate Professor $40,000-$43,500 and for Prof. $46,000-49,500. 
Everyone was brought at least to these floors. 
Several people will be $15-$95 short of these floors. These problems will be fixed by the end of 
April. 
Additional increases were also made. 
A similar plan was enacted for Librarians. Professional Staff were more complicated. 
Most of the serious structural problems have been solved, with the July DSI increase to be 
handled as in the past. 
Brennan asks and is told that this is for this year only. 
Macula asks if the steps continue every year, is told no, and asks about the level of promotion 
increases. Dahl responds that they are unaffected. Macula thinks that Purchase has a step 
system negotiated locally, Dahl thinks this unlikely. 

Provost (B. Dixon): 
The Provost thanks Associate Provost B. Ristow for his hard work on the salary issues. · 
An open forum on the draft proposals of the CRSC was held last Thursday and will be held 3/18 
at 7-8 PM. The Provost invites students to attend. 
Application requests for the College Planning Council grants will be sent to Department Chairs 
this week. $50,000 is available, applications are due 511 and notification will be by 5/15. . · 

Vice Chair (K. Cylke): No report. 

Treasurer's Report (K. Fletcher): 
$5430.03 in Senate account. 

University Faculty Senator's Report (J. Reber): No report. 

Central Council (M. Allison): 
Maria Lambert had surgery and is doing well. 
SA awards were given. 
Elections· will be 4115. 
Welcome to the Asst. Director of diversity. 

Undergraduate Curriculum (P. Schacht): 
' . 

The following are first readings. In all cases, the changes were approved unanimously and 
without discussion. · 

Business 
Revision of Prerequisites: Acct 308, Acct 321, Econ 200, Econ 340, 

Econ 370, Mgmt 333, Mgmt 346, Mgmt 360 (page 443) 
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' . .: 1 ; . · Geography · · · · 
· : · Program revision: B. A. in GeographY (pp 444•

445
) 

• Performing Arts 

I ~ I ' 

.. -... Course Revisions: 
· ·. :'· ... · Dane 121 to Dane 221 (pp 446·44 ?) 

Dane 122 to Dane 222 
Physics 

~ Minor Course revision: Phys 120 (pp 448) 

r ~ ' 

Graduate Academic Affairs (C. Klima): .. . . . 
The following is a first readings. The change was approved_ unammously and Without dtscussion. 

English . 
· .. Course Deletions: Engl 400 and Engl405 (pp 449-452) 

,,'' · ·: . ; 

Policy (J. Over): 
Second Reading 

. ·. ,.· . Policy on the Distance Learning Facility(pp 409-410) 
The Policy was passed unanimously and without discussion. 
No meeting is planned for next week. -

Faculty Affairs (G. DeHart): · 
First Reading . · 

Policy on the Academic Calendar Committee (page 418) 
The Chair of FAC explains that there is no current provision for a calendar committee. The 
intent of this policy is to allow the current calendar to be reviewed and considered. 
Dean Greenfield supports the spirit but not the exact language of the policy. He states that . 

- ~·meeting" should precede revision and that the word "meet" should be changed to "convene 
hearings". (A secretarial error may have occurred in the paragraph above, RER). 
Reber asks if the Senate will approve changes in the calendar. 
M. Allison asks why the calendar is not reviewed more often. 
Dahl responds that calendar changes take 2-3 years to have an effect and are difficult. 
A student questioned the proposed co~position of the committee. DeHart notes that student 
representation doubled relative to the last committee. 
The motion passes unanimously. 
FAC will meet 3/31 to discuss constitutional amendments. 

Student Affairs (S. Landes): 
No report. 

Unfinished Business: 

New Business: 

Adjournment: 
Adjourn at 5:30 PM. 

Respectfully Submitted: R. E. Rosenberg, Secretary 
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Faculty Affairs Committee Minutes 
for March 10, 1998 

·. Present: Ganie De, Hart (Chair), Meghan Dol~n (Central Co~ncit), .Chuck Hartness, James 
Kirkwood, Hans Koomen, Maria Lima, Jane Morse, Tony Macula, Don Watt, Savitri Iyer 

. . 

Meeting started at 4:05 _ 
- ... ~ . . ' 

Ganie De Hart started with the announcement of a forthco~ing open meeting to discuss the two 
proposals for amendment to CPC. Macula raised the issue that the Executive Committee is not 
following the constitution because the constitution says that before there can be any 
modifications to an amendment, it first has to be presented to the faculty (and FAC had to make a 
few revisions to the amendment proposal before the Executive Committee would accept it). . _ 
DeHart suggested that Tony take advantage of the open meeting to express his concerns over the 
unconstitutionality of the whole process rather than use FAC meeting time. · · 

' . . . . . . ··- . 

The major item in the agenda was Waddy's report on the status of the research .on student 
evaluations, since she ~ould like to meet with the Committee soon. The reason for Waddy's 
concerns is the way SOFis have been used in some departments for tenure and promotion cases. 
Macula reminded the Committee that the Trustees Policies indicate that using student evaluations 
is one of many methods that may be used (not required) to evaluate academics. A discussion , 
followed concerning the issue t~at some method of student evaluation is required, not necessarily 
the SOFis as they exist now. Kirkwood raised ,the possibility of taking away the numbers, but he 
immediately recognized that the riumbers are necessary for comparisons against college. averages 
within the different disciplines, and that perhaps it is the parameters factored in that need some 
re-evaluation. I am not sure who told us (sorry!) that instructors can add optional questions to . 
their forms to address differences in class format and expectations~ but that these optional 
questions do not go either in the bar graphs or the SOFI numbers: they are only to provide 
individual feedback to instructors. · · 

Sa vi Iyer pointed out that there are dlfferenc'es among departments as to how the questio~s are 
ranked, which would require that whoever is evaluating the numbers understand what the . 
different questions mean within the Department/ discipline. For example, Hans said that all 
computer science, math, and science classes score high in the "challenging" category, so this is 
something to keep in mind when looking at SOFI scores. Hans thinks SOFis are still a useful . 
tool overall. Tony feels they are an indicator of something, but that they do not tell us everything 
about a person's teaching or a teacher's real, effectiveness: 

. , · I I 

Wondering what it is that the form really measures, Ganie suggested that it measures students' 
OPINION of our teaching, and that's all it is--opinion. Although it is important to include their 
opinion, we need to keep th~m in perspective. People read far too much into it, Ganie concluded. 

' . . 

Then the committee started to speculate o~ what happens ~hen we leave the room for the SOFis. 
Perhaps anonymity should be removed to ensure seriousness. Perhaps students should have some 
kind of training before filling out the forms. Tony suggested that students should fill out the 
forms, including their names, AFTER the grades are posted. Jim raised the possibility that they 
be supervised by ano~her teacher or administrator. 

As one of the student representatives in the Committee, Meghan Dolan told us we were 
underestimating our students. That she has never been in a classroom where one of the students 

- has tried to influence others into bad evaluations... That Geneseo students are very independent, 
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and that if the SOFis were ~ot anonymous, she would not feel free to write everything she really 
thought of a professor (in her major, she ,has the same professors over and over again). 

Ganie agreed that the majority of our students is conscientious although there have been abusive 
SOFis.:: ··How do we prevent those from happening? What is the best way to get student opinion 
of our teaching? ·.. · · · · · · . 
Tony suggested that perhaps different departments could have different forms~ addressing 
differences in types of classes and modes of teaching. Ganie told us that the University of 
Michigan has a menu form, and the faculty member chooses which questions pertain to her/his 
·class. · · · ; · ' · · 

Don Watt concluded that one of the main points in Waddy's report is that SOFis should be used 
'' 'responsibly; that is, over a long period of time and not in isolation from other methods of 

evaluating teaching. Don made the point that the next ·revision of the SOFis is two years away, 
:and that he would be unwilling to attempt any re-examination now. Why doesn:t Geneseo 
discuss ways of improving teaching instead? Why can't we have a discussion on this campus 
about what makes for really good teaching? 

Sa vi agreed and pointed out that most of the issues raised in Waddy's report relate to very 
specific cases--that overall they do not apply to mainstream courses. 

~· . ' ' } ' ' 

Jane Morse prefaced her comment with, "I like what Don said," but if 50% of an academic's job 
evaluation is based on teaching, and one fourth of that is SOFis (25%), the idea that an 
instrument whose validity might be questionable has such weight really scares me. Is there any 

0 way, Jane asked, FAC can say to the people who are using this .instrument that perhaps some of 
the questions are not valid? . · · · 

Tony wondered whether SOFis are making us less responsible/good teachers. Fear of lower 
SOFI scores could make us less willing to challenge our students because this can make them ·· 
feel uncomfortable--and a large part of our job, Tony emphasized, is to challenge our students, to 
make them feel uncomfortable, and possibly offend their sensibilities. · 

Don wondered how SOFI scores correlate with other niethods of evaluation, such as peer 
evaluations and grapevi~e reports. Is there .any real discrepancy? 

Savi would want to see a table with the correlation of SOFI scores and tenure and promotio~ 
decisions: both successful and unsuccessful cases. There have been other studies conducted that 
Waddy has not addressed in her report: of the influence of gender and cultural background in . 
student evaluations, or of fields as well, since women in more scientific areas fare worse in 
student evaluations. 

· The Committee decided to have Waddy come to our April 7th meeting to continue the discussion 
and for her to tell the committee what she would like us to do. Ganie reminded us that we may 
,l 0 

come up with some form of resolution or, at least, we can put the issue in the minutes for next 
· year's FACto deal with. We can also call for an early review of the SOFis, or that a study be 
done prior to the review. · · 

Meeting adjourned at 5:20pm. 

~es~ectfully submitted, 

Maria Helena Lima. 
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