
L1) 
3g-yQ 

, G "Itt 
~ N lfl 
~~ 

Bulletin No. 11 
Pages 153-162 
25 November 1996 

Contents 
Page 

154 
154 . 

155-158 
158-160 
160-161 

Topic; 

... (:OLLEGE SENATE nlJLiETIN 
State University ofNew York at Geneseo 

College of Arts and Science 

Archives Circulation Copy 
J Bushnell 

Milne 

Schedule of OPEN FORUMS (Provost Candidates) 
Information on Proposals for Leave 
Minutes-19 November Executive Committee 
Minutes-19 November Faculty Affairs Committee 
Minutes-19 November Graduate Academic Affairs Committee 

Correspondence: Sharon Bossung, School of Business 
South 118B; e-mail, bossung@uno.cc.geneseo.edu; phone, ext. 5424 



Announcements 

SCHEDULE of OPEN FORUMS 
for Provost Candidates 

The schedule for the remaining open forums for provost candidates is as follows: 

December 2- Dr. D'Ann Campbell- 4:00-5:00 Sturges Auditorium 
December 4- Dr. Geoffrey Weinman- 4:15-5:15 Newton 202 
December 9- Dr. David Brinkerhoff- 4:00-5:00 Alice Austin Theatre 

Credentials are available for review in Fraser and Milne Libraries (reserve), the School of· 
Business office in South Hall, Central Council Office in the College Union, and the 
President's Office. 

INFORMATION 
Proposals for Lea~e for 1997-1998 

The deadline for submission ofleave proposals for 1997-1998 to the provost's office was 
announced as 4 pm .. Dec. 16, 1996. 

A copy of the proposal cover sheet is on page 102 of the College Senate Bulletin (please see 
Bulletin No. 8, dated I November 1996). In addition, copies of the cover sheet can be obtained from 
David Meisel, Professional Leave Review Committee Chair, or from the Provost's office. The 
required Form G and Form G Appendix, if not available from departmental, school, or divisional 
offices, must be obtained from the provost's office. PLRC members David Meisel, Kathleen Jones, 
and Carl Shanahan have served on the committee previously and can be consulted by faculty for 
advice on proposal preparation prior to submission. However, all questions about proposals after 
their submission should be directed to the provost's office, not to committee members. 
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Executive Committee Minutes 
19 November 1996 

Present: R. Anemone, J. Boiani, S. Bossung (Chair), K. Cylke, C. Dahl, F. Fidura, 
E. Gillin, R. Hartman, D. Jones, C. Leary, J. Over, J. Reber, E. Wallace, A. 
Zakrocki 

Call to Order: ChairS. Bossung called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m .. 

Approval of minutes: 
12 November executive committee minutes (Bulletin, pp. 144-147) were approved 
unanimously after approval was .moved by E. Wallace and seconded by C. Leary. 

REPORTS 
Chair (S. Bossung): 
1. There will be no Bulletin on the Friday after Thanksgiving. The next executive 
committee meeting will be December 10. 
2. Times for the Senate executive committee to meet with the provost candidates have 
been set up. · 

President (C. Dahl): 
1. C. Dahl asked for input on the provost search; sees the position as very important. 
He asked whether the sites for the candidates' documents were satisfactory. 
[General consensus: Yes.] 
2. The Commission on Campus-Based Variable Tuition has met. A. Hatton gave 
Geneseo's response in spoken testimony: 
--Variable campus-based tuition·~makes little sense unless Geneseo can keep the 

~ 

revenue; 
--Variable tuition reflects the different missions of the various campuses; 
--The practice happens in other· states and has led to marginal differences in tuition. 
C. Dahl: Variable tuition will be a useful and effective tool to break Geneseo out of its 
chronically underfunded position. Variable tuition could lead to an expansion of 
faculty-student research, an expansion of first year seminars; equity in faculty salaries. 
Recognition of faculty is needed b-ecause "this campus is stretched. We are 
experiencing unkind treatment with respect to contract and salary. Variable tuition 
would help a lot." . ,_ 
[Discussion: A. Zakrocki asked about the width of the band of tuition variability. 
C. Dahl: Approximately 10% on either side of some pre-arranged median. "If tuition 
went up and the money were kept here, it would benefit our students. " 
A. Zakrocki: If the money were kept here, could we raise faculty salaries? 
C. Dahl: There are systemic problems in our salary scales--e.g. new faculty salaries 
close to those of professors who have been here a long time; ~ need for decent 
increments for people who are promoted. 
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E. Gillin: Might such a program (ofvariable.:tuition) reduce the State's commitment to 

SUNY? 
C. Dahl: That risk exists with any tuition increase. "We're in a set ofimpeifect 
alternatives. The system best serves students through a system of diverse opportunities. 
Each campus's tuition needs to serve that campus's mission " 
A. Zakrocki: Students have mixed feelings. He asked whether Geneseo would cost more 
than Cortland or Oneonta. 
C. Dahl: It might. If we kept the revenue, increases would be directed at maintaining 
quality. There also needs to be provision for better financial aid. We don't wantto hun 
access, but access to a system that is so underfunded is problematic. If NYS is unwilling 
or unable to support higher education, with a shift to only 33% of the operating budget 
coming from tax revenue, our set of real-world alternatives is far from ideal. Retention 
of revenue on campuses and fUnding tied to campuses' missions is worthwhile in itself.] 
3. The vice-chancellorship for business affairs in Albany is now vacant; this is yet 
another vacancy at the top. 
[Discussion: C. Dahl: A new chancellor will be critical to making these appointments. 
E. Wallace: Is the chancellor search going forward? C. Dahl: It does not look as if a 
selection will be made in time'jor January. 
A. Zakrocki to C. Dahl: 
Is the administration still against arming university police? . 
C. Dahl: The matter is on the table, but is not being handled immediately. There are no 
immediate plans to make a change.] • 

Provost (F. Fidura): 
Last Friday, SCAP reported a spending plan of $198K. Our chairs will be provided the 
specifics. 

University Senator (J. Reber): no report 

Treasurer (J. Over): no report 

Policy (C. Leary): 
The joint meeting with UCC is this afternoon. 

Undergraduate Curriculum (K. Cylke): 
1. UCC would like to know whether executive committee thinks there is adequate 
information available regarding course changes/program proposals, and where that 
information should be made avrulable. 
[Discussion: E. Wallace: Th~ ~unt of iriformation in the Senate Bulletin was culled 
down last year,· full proposals are "overwhelming~. 
C. Dahl: They (the full proposals) might be too much material for the Senate BulletiiJ· 
J. Boiani: Could copies of fUll proposals be deposited in the library? 
K. Cylke: The Dean's office seems like the best place for all the documents that 
accompany course and prograrli changes/proposals. 
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1. Reber asked for a clarification of the "women's studies issue" (discussed at Senate 
last week). 
K. Cylke: There was no published list of electives in the College catalogue. After the 
committee had met, all members hadn't been clear on the list and wanted more data. 
J. Reber: Who decides what courses go into an interdepartmental program? Is it like a 
department? Does a committee make the final decision? 
E. Gillin: This might be a matter of policy. 
K. Cylke: We can't be sure who's on the women's studies advisory panel without 
checking with a number of departments. 
S. Bossung: Are there guidelines for decision-making for interdisciplinary minors? 
Departments may have an interest in decisions about interdisciplinary minors. 
R. Anemone: This should be a policy matter. 
E. Gillin: Identifying people involved in an interdisciplinary program can be difficult.] 
R. Anemone moved to send the matter of procedures/guidelines for making changes in 
interdepartmental programs to the Policy Committee for further consideration; J. Reber 
seconded. The motion passed unanimously. · 

Graduate Affairs (E. Gillin): 
Will meet this afternoon at 4 p.m. 

Faculty Affairs (R. Anemone): 
The committee meets this afternoon at 4:30. The tenure-promotion issue will be 
discussed. (Note: See FAC report in Bulletin, p. 129.) 
Also, the "privacy" issue will come up; committee members would like more 
information on how Social Security numbers are used, and if that information is 
retained, in order to track access to residence halls. 
[Discussion: K. Cylke: He and K. Pennington have discussed these issues,· Campus 
Security can get data only on access to a specific door. K. Pennington has agreed to 
follow through on this concern. 
E. Gillin: Is continued use of Social Security numbers needed? 
K. Cylke: K. Pennington's office claims this ~echnology is neededforsafety reasons. 
There is no policy on whether data are destroyed. 
J. Reber: This may be a Student Affairs matter with this key question: Why do they need 
Social Security numbers? 
E. Wallace: FAC has a good start and should continue on this matter. 
R. Hartman: Is there a reason why students seem to be less concerned about this matter 
than they were earlier in the semester? 
A. Zakrocki: Students had thought the problem was solved.] 
There was unanimous agreement that the matter would continue as a FAC matter. 

Student Affairs (R. Hartman): . . . 
SAC is waiting to hear from K. Pennington _and K. Kelly about a smoking pohcy m the 

residence halls. 

Ad hoc Distance Learning (E. Wallace): no report. 
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Central Council (A. Zakrocki): . ed 
With respect to SAFE, the CC·proposal for administrative help has gone unanswe~ 
until today when administration asked CC for a meeting. CC had asked for certain 
serVices, s~ch as a nominal fee for parking and servicing of cars. They also want to use 

campus roads. 

Vice-Chair (J. Boiani): no report 

Unf"mished Business: 
There was no other unfinished or new business. 

Adjournment: 
The meeting was adjourned by acclamation at 1:19 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted: Domild H. Jones, College Senate Secretary 

Minutes of the Faculty Affairs Committee 
November 19, 1996 

Present: Bob Anemone (Chair), Bill Lofquist, Rich McCluskey, Terry Brown, 
Bob Rosenberg, Sarah Johnson, Tar~ Karch, Ming-Mei Chang, Hans Koomen, 
Virginia Trasher, Elias Savellos, Sean Brownell, Edward Kannyo. 
Absent: Susan Bailey, Dan Repinski. 

The Chair reported that he had brought the committee's continuing concerns about the 
privacy issues surrounding the card swipe access system at residence halls to the 
Executive Committee. The committee continues to wonder (as do several members of 
Executive Committee) why social security numbers need to be logged and stored on 
University Police computers if the goal is to limit access to these buildings to campus 
dwelling students. It seems that this goal is less intrusively achieved without storing any 
student information at all since, without the appropriate card, access to these buildings is 
consistently denied. The committee decided to gather more information about the system, 
including its operation and the administrative goals involved in its implementation. To this 
end, we decided to invite Dr. Pennington and Mr. Kelley (VP for Student & Campus 
Life, and Associate Dean & Director of Campus Life, respectively) to a committee 
meeting later this semester. 

The Committee next turned its attention to an item of new business, the possible linking of 
tenure and promotion to associate professor. After examining the "College Guidelines for 
Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure" (kindly provided by the Provost's Office and 
published in the College Semite Bulletin from March 1991 ), discussion ensued. An 
interesting observation made by the Committee was that the differences in the stated 
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criteria for promotion to associate professor and for tenure were quite small, typically 
involving slight differences in qualifYing adjectives. For example, compare "continuing 
expertise in subject matter" and -:evidence of growing expertise in subject matter". 
Similarly, compare "evidence of recognized accomplishment in ones field that includes 
research and publications or in the field of fine arts, performance activity or exhibitions'' 
and "evidence of significant research and publication (e.g., conference papers, refereed 
articles in important journals in th~ field, books or books-in-progress, textbooks, funded 
research activities) or creative activity in the arts (e.g., exhibitions, performances)." 

It was clear that one reading of the criteria could be that promotion to associate professor 
requires a greater proof of research/performance than tenure, and this reading does in fact 
seem to fit the anecdotal experiences of many members of the Committee. At least one 
committee member suggested, however, that her department had recently recommended a 
candidate for tenure but not for promotion as a result of perceived weakness in the 
candidate's teaching and in spit~ of a fine research record. A close reading of the "college 
guidelines" clearly suggests the possibility of a variety of differing interpretations of the 
distinguishing criteria of tenure and promotion to associate professor. 

Returning to the larger issue unde.r discussion, a series of questions were raised 
concerning the implications of such a change to the status quo, including but not limited to 
the following: 

"The downside of linking tenure .with promotion might be to "raise the bar" for all tenure 
candidates. What would be the upside?" 

"Conversely, what's the upside to the college and the common good of not promoting 
· individuals who are tenurable? Certainly morale is weakened when someone gets tenure 

but no raise or promotion. Also, the main incentive to be a successful researcher (and the 
most productive time in most of our careers) is during the first six years of ( untenured) 
service. Can we expect those who have not "made the grade" as researchers during their 
first six years to become successful and productive scholars after receiving tenure (but not 
promotion)?" ~:-

"The tenure bar is high enough now. It is in fact high enough that anyone who gets tenure 
today deserves the minimal standard raise of $2000 associated with promotion to associate 
professor. Tenure has been called a "million dollar decision". Having made that decision 
in the affirmative, why not grant promotion to associate professor along with the current 
minimal $2000 raise linked to this promotion?" 

. 
"If, as seems to be the case, research productivity is the ·essential criterion of promotion, is 
there not a major conflict for individual faculty members between doing enough research 
to ensure promotion and doing our primary jobs in a "teaching college" (that is, 

teaching)." 

15.9. . · ... 



"Isn't the real problem lack of effective communication concerning expectations for tenure 
and/or promotion between some departments and some candidates?" 

,,, 

"How can we best minimize the effects of political differences and personal animosities in 
the review process? Would requiring outside evaluations minimize these risks?" 

1.1'/1-:.1•.' 

"Few if any ofus would be willing to raise the bar for tenure and if this proposed change 
. to the status quo was seen as raising the bar, most of us would not support it. However, 
can't we construe a linkage as lowering the bar for promotion? If this were the case, I 

·think many of us would support it. After all; if you're good enough for tenure, shouldn't. 
· you also be good enough to warrant the $2000 raise and slight increase in status 
associated with promotion to associate professor.·~ 

> ' ) ' • ~; ;' f • 

As a result of the wide range of expressed opinions on the issue and its complexity, 
discussion will continue at our next meeting. Committee members were encouraged to 
sound out their colleagues for their opinions on this issue prior to our continuation of this 
discussion in committee. We also welcome opinions and comments from the wider college 
community. 

.j. 

' " ' :. :. 'l j • ' ' ~ 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Robert L. Anemone, Chair 

··.;·· 

Graduate Academic Affairs Committee minutes 
19 November 1996 

1 Present: J. Copenhaver, K. Fletcher, E: Gillin, J. Green, D. Harke D. Johnson c Klima 
P. Maclean ' ' · ' 

: !~-~ ~eeting was calle~ to order in Bailey ~cience Building, room IOC, at 4:05 p.m. 

,T~~-fo)llowing proposals were brought before .the committee: 

, I, 

EDUC484 
EDUC485 

·' .. ·•The School ofEducation seeks t h th 
:::·, . to "Gr d t S d . o ave ese courses renamed from current titles 

a ua e tu ent Teaching- Elementary" (EDUC 484) d "Gr 
Teaching- Secondary" (EDUC 485) Th . an aduate Student 
consistency with titles of oth · . e ch~nges are mtended to maintain 

.. Th t• £ er courses mvolvmg student teaching experience 
, . e mo ton or approval passed unanimously. . 
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Department Code and Subject Code change. Department of Communicative 
Disorders and Sciences 
Per instructions from Kathy Broikou, Office of the Dean, the Department of 
Communicative Disorders and Sciences requests Senate approval of a change in its 
departmental code and subject code from SP&A to CDSC. The code changes 
would accurately reflect the Department's name, which was officially changed in 
spring 1995. 

The motion for approval passed unanimously. 

New business: 
Discussion centered on addressing concerns about graduate students' general 

relation to the Geneseo college community. Annual surveys of graduate students in the 
past have suggested that many feel distanced from campus activities and poorly serviced in 
some administrative areas. (Because many graduate students commute to evening classes, 
many offices are regularly closed when these students are on campus.) 

D. Harke acknowledged some of these difficulties. He pointed out that last year 
steps were taken to accommodate graduate students who had found difficulty parking on 
campus in the evening. His office has also striven to become more "user friendly" through 
personal meetings with individual graduate students, distribution ofbusiness cards for 
telephone contacts, and so forth. Administrative changes in the coming year will also 
allow someone from the Dean's Office to devote attention more particularly to foster a 
good graduate program. 

It was also pointed out that a Graduate Student Welcome booklet prepared last . 
year with the help of the Graduate Affairs Committee may be proving helpful in spreading 
needed information about programs, services and campus life. 

Committee members wondered whether graduate students might be accorded 
greater recognition through some award(s) bestowed as part of Commencement activities 
or the College Honors Convocation. The chair agreed to look into this matter. 

Finally, K. Fletcher, GAAC's representative on the ad hoc Distance Learning 
Committee of College Senate, outlined the recent discussions of that committee. Fletcher 
indicated that the ability to transmit graduate education courses to remote BOCES sites 
was one potential use of distance learning technology. C. Klima expressed reservations 
about the use of distance learning technology for teaching foreign languages. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 

Edward Gillin 

... 
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