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FROM THE COLLEGE SENATE CHAIR D. Trasher 

Thank You 

1 am pleased to pass on to the faculty, staff, students, and administrators Jim Chen's expres
sion of gratitude and thanks for hosting a very successful meeting of the University Senate. Over 
forty members of our faculty participated in hosting the Senate, but special thanks go to Provost 
Spencer, Douglas Harke, and Linda House for their efforts in arranging the meeting and to 
Presdent Harter for her hospitality and active participation in the meeting. In his letters of 
appreciation, Dr. Chen said the following: 

"Speaking as a Genesco faculty member, I was particularly proud of the contributions of our 
students, faculty, and staff". 

"As I indicated to the University Faculty Senate during my closing remarks, you [Geneseo] 
have set the standards by which future meetings of the Senate will be judged". 

Meeting With Candidates for Director of Libraries 

The next open meeting with~ candidate for Director of Libraries will be held on Monday, 
Octo?cr 26 from 1.:15-2:00 pm m Newton 214. All campus personnel are welcome to partici
pate In these meetmgs. 
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ALL COLLEGE SENATE MEETING 
October 27, 1992 

Call to Order 
President's Report 

4:00 pm, Newton 204 

Agenda 

Call for nominations for the Committee on Nominations 
Adjournment 

Call to Order 

COLLEGE SENATE MEETING 
October 27, 1992 

4:15pm, Newton 204 

Agenda 

Adoption of the Agenda 

C. Harter 

Approval of the minutes of September 29, 1992 (Bulletin 4, pages 54-56) 

Senate Reports 

Chair's Report 
Treasurer's Report 
University Faculty Senator's Report 
Central Council Report 

Standing Committee Reports 

Undergraduate Cuniculum 

D. Trasher 
S. Bossung 
L. House 
A. Pecchio 

E. Wallace 

Minor Program Revisions (Second Reading), pages 37-40 
Art History Major 
Art Studio Minor 
Art Minor: Art Studio Track 
Economics Minor 
Computer Science Major [Part (1), see page 38] 
Computer Science Program 
Computer Applications Minor 
English Major 
Mathematics Major 
Theater Major 
Women's Studies Minor 



College Senate Meeting:I0/27/92 Agenda:Page 2 

Standing Committee Reports 

Undergraduate Curriculum (continued) 

Course Revisions (First Reading), page 76 
ASTR 100/101. Introductory AstroiUJmy (Lecture/Lab) 
PHYS 223/224. Analytical Physics III & IV 
ANTH 201. Human Evolution 

Program Revisions (First Reading), pages 76-77 
Political Science: Public Administration Minor 
Foreign Language Major 
Sociology Major 

Policy 

Graduate Affairs 

New Course Proposal (First Reading), page 81 
MATH 432. Classical Algebra 

Student Affairs 

Faculty Affairs 

Unfinished Business 

New Business 

Adjournment 
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES 
OCTOBER 13, 1992 

PRESENT: D. TRASHER <CHAIR>, S. BOSSUNG, J. BUSHNELL, W. 
COOK, C. HARTER, S. PADALINO. A. PECCHIO, W. ROGERS, P. 
SEAVER, S. SOBEL, E. SPICKA, E. WALLACE 

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Trasher called the meeting to order at 
2:20 P.M. 

CHAIR/S REPORT The Nominations Committee has nominated G. 
Towsley, J. Summerville, P. Henry, K. Deutch, S. Bossung, 
and M. Board for Fall election to the Nominations Committee. 
There was a tle for nominations to the Faculty Personnel 
Committee which the Executive Committee voted to break. 
Tie-breaking votes are being counted by D. Trasher before 
the next meeting. D. Trasher reported that he Is sti 1 I 
looking at the feasibility of a constitutional revision. 

PRESIDENT/S REPORT: No. report. 

PROVOST'S REPORT: No report. 

VICE CHAIR'S REPORT: No report. 

CURRICULUM COMMITTEE REPORT: No report. 

POLICY COMMITTEE REPORT: W. Cook reported that his 
committee is working on developing a method of program 
evaluation. 

GRADUATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT: No report. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT: No report. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT: W. Rogers brought up the 
fact that some members of his committee were still not 100% 
happy with the content of the ne~ SOFI as approved by last 
year/s senate. Much discussion followed regarding the 
legality and practical llty of moving to ammend a document 
which had been approved for a term of three years. It was 
pointed out that the first SOFI <circa 1973> was ammended 
almost Immediately following its adoption. It was general Jy 
agreed that from a purely practical standpoint the document 
should stand as approved, however, the legality of an 
ammendment being introduced so soon needs to be 
investigated. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR'S REPORT: No report. 
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CENTRAL COUNCIL REPORT: A. Pecchla reported that Colle 
Bowl Is looking for participants. He also reported that 
there ls one opening for a freshman student senator. 

TREASURER'S REPORT: No report. 

The meeting was adJourned at 3:10p.m. 

Minutes to be approved at next meeting. 

Respectfully submitted 

~UtmcatJJ 
Sharon Sobel 
Secretary, Col lege Senate 
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UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
OCTOBER 20, 1992 

Present: Daniel Nelson, Karen E. Swisher, Matt Brown, John Rutigliano, Joe 
McCartin, Ed Gillin, Kurt Culke, Cheryl Lougeay, John Haynie, Jeffrey Over, Wanda 
Spruill, Jack Johnston, Ed Wallace (Chair) 

Absent: Kathy Barsz, Eric Carlsen, Linda O'Dell, Laura Wrubel 
Guest: Brian Coffey 

The meeting was called to order at 3:30pm and the agenda was adopted by 
unanimous vote. There were two corrections made to the minutes from the meeting of 
October 6, 1992. First, it was made clear that Bob Anemone is no longer on the 
committee as he was replaced by Karen Swisher. Second, it was noted that John 
Haynie was present at the meeting on October 6. 

CHAIR'S REPORT 
The next meeting date is scheduled for November 3, 1992. 

PROPOSALS 

New Course 
GEOG 260: European Culture and Society 
Brian Coffey from the Geography Department spoke about this study abroad 
course. He answered questions concerning the number of credits, whether a 3/2 
division of credits should be implemented, the course outline and workload, and 
the possibility of making this an interdepartmental course involving different 
departments on a rotating basis. The committee decided to call the question. Five 
members voted in favor of approving the course as is and seven opposed. The 
final decision was that the chair would return the proposal to the Geography 
Department for resubmission. 

Course Revision 
ANTH 201: Human Evolution 
The Anthropology Department wishes to change the name of this course from 
Paleoanthropology to Human Evolution. The Department feels that this name 
change would be more appropriate in reflecting the content of the course. This 
proposal passed unanimously. 

Program Revisions 

Public Administration Minor 
There were two corrections on the memorandum sent by Professor Shank. The 
first is that in Section One, the course labeled PLSC 212 should be PLSC 312. 
The second change is on page 5, where 3 credits are missing in the listing. With 
these corrections, the proposal was found acceptable and the motion for approval 
was passed unanimously. 
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Undergraduate Curriculum Committee: 10/20/92 Page 2 

Program Revisions (continued) 

Foreign Language Major 
The memo from G. Gouvernet more clearly specified that the revised major would 
require one course in literature above the survey level, rather than only two survey 
courses in literature. The motion to approve this change passed unanimously. 

Sociology Major 
The revision in the Sociology major concerned changes in the introductory 
courses. There were no questions regarding this proposal and it passed by 
unanimous vote. 

Old Business: none 

New Bu~ness: none 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 pm. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Tracy Collins, Recorder 
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UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 

Summary of Proposed Course Changes 
October 20, 1992 

Minor Program Revisions (Second Reading): Pages 37-40 

Course Revisions (First Reading) 

ASTR 100/101. [Change: Make lab and lecture two separate courses. No change in content.] 
ASTR 100. Introductory Astronomy 
A summary of modem astronomy: the solar system, stars, galaxies, and the structure of 
the observable universe. Counts for Natural Science core credit only if Astronomy 101 is 
taken concurrently. 3(3-0) 
ASTR 101. N!Introductory Astronomy lAboratory 
An introductory laboratory experience to help students understand astronomy. Activities 
include taking data, statistical analysis, and comparison with theoreticaJ models. 
Laboratories will include material from observations of planets, the sun, stars, and 
galaxies. Co-requisite: ASTR 100 or permission of instructor. 1(0-2) 

PHYS 223. Analytical Physics Ill [Change: course description.] 
Survey of modem physics and its mathematical description. Topics include functions, 
simple harmonic motion, vectors, matrices, special relativity, properties of 
electromagnetic radiation, elementary quantum properties of light, atoms, and nuclei. 
Prerequisites: PHYS 122 and COMP 121 or permission of department 3(3-0). Offered 
every fall. 

PHYS 224. Analytical Physics N [Change: course description] 
Continuation of PHYS 223. Complex numbers and functions. Solutions of the RLC 
differential equations using complex numbers: phasors, impedance. Phasor solutions of 
the linear wave equation. Interference from multiple sources and continuous sources. 
Orthonomal base vectors and functions; change of basis; coupled oscillators; Dirac 
notation, polarized light Fourier series and Fourier integral transfonn; signal processing. 
Electron wave functions and interference; uncertainty principle. Two state systems; 
hydrogen bonds, electrons and holes, spin, etc. Prerequisites: PHYS 223, Math 223, or 
permission of department. 3(3-0) Offered every spring. 

ANTH 201. Human Evolution [Change in title. Fonner name: PaleoantiZTopology] 

Program Revisions (First Reading) 

Political Science: Public Administration Minor [Change: Requirements for minor] 
See page 77 for description of program. 

Foreign Language Major [Change: Literature requirements for major] 
Former Requirement: 

"Two Survey Courses in Literature" 
Proposed Requirement: 

"One Course in the Sun'ey of Literature (French 303 or 304; Spanish 303, 304, 305 
or 306) and One Course in Literature (French 350, 35:!, 357,362, 363 or 372; 
Spanish 352, 353, 362, 363, 372, or 373)" 

Sociology Major [Change: Revision of program requirements] 
I) All courses that now haveaprerequisiteofSOCL lOOwill be changed to: 

Prerequisite: A 100-levcl sociology course. 
2) Not more than 6 hours at the 100 level may be applied to the Sociology major. 
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POLITICAL SCIENCE DEPARTMEN1, 

Public Adn1inistration Minor 

The Public Administration minor provides a broad understanding of 
the political, managerial, and quantitative aspects of public 
agency functions and policy activities. Through participation in 
this minor, students have an opportunity to learn practical and 
analytical skills in preparing for a management career in 
federal, state, or local government, or to prepare for graduate 
study leading toward a Master's Degree in Public Administration, 
Management, or Public Policy. 

Public Administration Internships may be available to qualified 
students enrolled in the minor under PLSC 395 - Political Affairs 
Internship or MGMT 395 - Internship/Seminar. 

Basic Requirements 24 semester 
ACCT 102 Introduction to Financing Accounting 
PLSC 217 Bureaucracy and Public Administration 
PLSC 314 American Public Policy 
PLSC 216 Presidential .. P.olitics OR 
PLSC 313 Political Leadership OR 
MGMT 300 Management Principles and Organizational 

Behavior 
One course from PLSC 214, PLSC 215, GEOG 201, PSYC 265, 
or SOCL 335 
One course from PLSC 251 SOCL 211 MAT 2A 

I I H "t 2 I MATH 2 6 0 I or ECON 202 
One course from COMP 104, COMP 114, or COMP 216 
One course from PLSC 312, ECON 330, MGMT 261, MGMT 263 
MGHT 264, or HGMT 360 ' 
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POLICY COMMITTEE MINUTES 
October 20, 1992 

Members Present: Jim Boiani, Bill Cook (Chair), Jerome de 
Remanet, Graham Drake, Stacey Edgar, Nancy Kleniewski, Hans 
Koomen, Holly Krozel, David Levy, Jan Lovett, Sandy Miller, 
David Schubert, Jim Willey. Guest: Tom Greenfield. 

Members Absent: Isom Fearn, Fred Fidura, Suzie McGuire, 
Jerry Reber., Bruce Ristow. 

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. 

Chair Cook raised an item of business brought before the 
committee by Dean Greenfield: a technicality, to change the 
minimum number of hours a student must complete at Geneseo from 
32 to 30, to bring that number in line with the new 120-hour 
minimum graduation requirement (downsized from 124 hours, when it 
included a phys. ed. requirement). The proposal to do so was 
moved and seconded. Dean Greenfield pointed out that, in 
practice, his office has been using the 30-hour minimum as a 
logical extension of the 120-hour rule, but it needed to be 
stated properly for the books. N. Kleniewski questioned the 
phrase, part of the minimum rule, which demanded that at least 
the last 12 hours of work be done at Geneseo, questioning the 
need for such a restriction. This requirement has been waived, 
on a case-by-case basis. D. Levy asked for prior information on 
the move from 124 to 120 hours, since the phys. ed. requirement 
that was dropped was only 2 hours. The history of the changes 
(including an original 4-credit phys. ed. requirement) was 
reviewed. N. Kleniewski moved to delete the restriction on the 
last 12 hours from the motion, but Dean Greenfield stated that he 
could not view this as a "friendly amendment, 11 since it changed 
the issue from a minor editorial tidying up to a policy change. 
The motion was withdrawn pending clarification of the history of, 
and need for, this restriction from the Dean's Office. 

s. Edgar presented summary data on the major programs in 
departments in the college, average number of majors in the 
various programs for the past 3 years, statistics on student 
credit hours per full-time equivalent faculty over the same 
period, and related minor programs, for the information of the 
committee (the source of much of this material was the Office of 
Institutional Research). Chair Cook commented on the amount of 
data, and asked the committee how it would like to proceed in 
discussing the Big Question of the details of a program 
assessment policy for the committee to bring eventually to the 
Senate. It was suggested that perhaps we could start with a 
discussion of how often a department would undergo such . an 
assessment. s. Edgar suggested perhaps every 5 years, so that 4-
5 major programs then could be reviewed each year. J. Willey 
raised a concern about the additional burden of work on an 
already overtaxed faculty. SE had suggested 5 years because she 
thought that was the longest period between assessments that 
would be acceptable to the administration, but Dean Greenfield 
said that it could be in the 5-7 year range. 

J. Lovett asked whether these assessments should be planned 
to match the 5-year rotation of long-range planning reports and 
the 10-year cycle of Middle States reviews. If assessments were 
only done every 7 years, they would be out of synch with these 
other, related activities. · She also questioned whether reviews 
should be done more often, at a lower intensity, or be done less 
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frequently, but an a 11-out assessment. Chair Cook noted that 
these assessments would serve two purposes: (a) to satisfy 
certain external constituencies regarding outcomes assessment; 
and, more importantly, (b) for us to evaluate how well we are 
doing our job. How intensive should a review be to make it 
valuable to us? 

J. Boiani asked whether one overview committee would run all 
evaluations in a given year, or whether there would be a separate 
committee for each program under review. It was suggested that 
there would be too much work for one committee to do it all. G. 
Drake noted that several committees would give more flexibility 
in the memberships of the committees, a healthier situation. N. 
Kleniewski wondered whether the model should be one in which 
separate committees were set up, each of which involved members 
of the department being reviewed and outside members. There was 
a general consensus that having separate committees was 
desirable. Dean Greenfield said that internal departmental self
evaluation would presumably be an ongoing activity, but the 
college and ext~rnal reviews would be spaced. Perhaps everyone 
would be given a year off from ·program reviews during a Middle 
States year. H. Koomen said if separate committees were doing 
the reviews, it shouldn't matter how many are done in one year; 
perhaps all should be done in the year prior to Middle States. 

N. Kleniewski said she would like more information on just 
how much work was involved for each department in preparing for 
Middle States. It was agreed that the college-wide Middle States 
committees had been a big drain on campus time and energy. Dean 
Greenfield suggested that the sheer weight of trying to do all 
programs in one or even two years was overwhelming. . D. Schubert 
observed that, if the assessments were spread out, more recent 
reviews could learn from earlier ones. Chair Cook asked whether 
the Committee agreed that the reviews should be spread out evenly 
over, say, 7 years. J. Lovett didn't like the idea of having to 
repeat work that might be done for Middle States, and so 
preferred to see the reviews bunched together. I.s this really 
going to be a major effort? She could envision a department 
chair submitting a report largely developed during a weekend 
retreat. It was pointed out that F. Fidura had reported at the 
last meeting regarding the major all-year effort that was 
involved when the Psychology Department had undergone a voluntary 
self-assessment a few years ago. 

Chair Cook noted that the first assessment is going to be a 
big job for each department, but the succeeding ones should be 
much easier (a groundwork will have been laid). A starting point 
for these self-assessments would be the departmental Mission and 
Goals statements that have already been drawn up by each 
department and evaluated by the College Planning Council. 

N. Kleniewski suggested that the committee should turn now 
to looking at what should be in· the assessments, agreeing that 
they would probably occur every 5 to 7 years. H. Koomen said he 
had trouble in thinking of something that happens every 7 years 
as an "ongoing process. 11 Dean Greenfield pointed out that the 
internal department assessment would be ongoing, and it would be 
the college and external evaluations that would occur every 7 
years. A department would begin keeping records pointing toward 
the time of review. 

Chair Cook said the Committee should begin to try to assess 
just how big a deal this will be. What kinds of things will we 
need? Where should we begin? What does a department need to (a) 
evaluate itself, and (b) prepare for outside evaluation? N · 
Kleniewski said she would like to see the process be fairly open-
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ended, rather than give each department a "laundry list" to fill 
out. In her department, the creation of a Mission and Goals 
statement began an open discussion on the curriculum, how it 
compared with that of other schools, etc. This is not just a 
clerical task to be carried out. 

Chair Cook said that the department's responsibility will 
not just be to collect data, but to analyze it. The Erwin 
offices can provide certain kinds of data, but other information 
may come more readily through the department itself (for example, 
about alumni placement, etc.). Thus a department would (at 
least) have the tasks of: 

{ 1) Looking at the Mission and Goals statement {how it has 
been met, or not, how it should be revised, etc.); 

{2) Interpreting the data provided by Institutional Research; 
{3) Determining what else is needed and how to get it. 

H. Koomen wondered whether there would be a process of 
transmitting information from one year's assessment committees to 
the next {so insights could be shared), and Chair Cook noted that 
the Policy Committee will need to suggest a way in which this 
information can be disseminated. J. Willey said as much guidance 
and information as possible would be useful to the department 
chairs. Chair Cook said that, in many areas, there may be 
guidelines from national organizations that could be helpful. 
For example, the AHA even distributes "model syllabi" for 
standard courses. We should tap into these national networks. 

What else do we need to address besides the obvious 
quantitative measures? To what extent should a department self
assessment involve all department members, or a committee? N. 
Kleniewski wondered whether the model should be that of, say, a 
search committee with one outside member working with the 
departmental committee, or one where the department committee 
submits a report to a college committee, which would work in 
parallel with the department committee? 

David Levy asked how a department was going to be defined, 
particularly in the cases of the Business School and the School 
of Education? Would Business be evaluated as a whole, or would 
it be better to evaluate Economics, Accounting, and Management 
Science separately? Further, what role will students play in the 
assessment process? Chair Cook said that he would consult with 
Business and Education to see how they would prefer evaluations 
to proceed. J. Lovett noted that the parts of the Business 
School, for example, are clearly interrelated, and it might be 
difficult to try to evaluate them independently. H. Krozel said 
that information could be requested from students when they 
changed majors, or when they graduate, on their programs. 

Dean Greenfield suggested that the Policy Committee might 
set guidelines for evaluations, and then the details of which 
department gets evaluated when could be ironed out by the Dean, 
the Provost, and the department chairs. Chair Cook said that the 
guidelines can suggest that departments get student input. G. 
Drake wondered what would happen if the current alignment of an 
interdisciplinary minor with one department changed, and Dean 
Greenfield assured him that that could be handled informally. 

The neetin~ adjourned at 5;04 n.m. 
· Respectfully submitted, 

s~.:::~ecorder 
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Present: M. Broadway, C. Brown, J. Hogan, J. Howard, K Jones, 
J. McCarthy, M. Teres (Chair), J. McNally (guest), and 
0. Nicodemi (guest). 

The meeting was called to order at 3:36 pm on October 2~, 1992 in the Brodie Fine Arts Seminar 
Room. The Committee examined graduate course evaluation procedures and a new course proposal 
from the Mathematics Department 

1. The first order of business consisted of a presentation by J. McNally concerning the 
administration of the SOFI questionnaire to graduate students. SOFie are currently 
administered in some graduate courses but it is on an optional basis. No SOFI forms are 
administered in classes with fewer than four students since one individual represents too 
large a percentage of the whole class. The new SOFI forms which will be administered this 
coming Fall will place a greater emphasis on students' written comments. This issue of 
students' written comments dominated the ensuing discussion. GAAC members agreed on 
the importance of providing faculty members with feedback on their teaching and course 
development It was noted, for example, that some faculty members teach only graduate 
courses and the College requires documentation of teaching performance for tenure and 
promotion decisions. Against this overall desire for feedback was the practical difficulty of 
ensuring student anonymity in evaluating faculty members. Further discussion then ensued 
on how this issue could be resolved. M. Teres then asked J. McNally if there were another 
means of evaluating faculty by students. The Senior Survey instrument was then explained 
to Committee members. Further discussion of evaluation procedures will continue at the 
next GAAC meeting. 

New Course Proposal: Math 432, Classical Algebra 

Justification: The course is designed to complement the offerings available to the secondaly teacher 
in the areas of history of mathematics, number theocy, and algebra. 

~ese~ption: Classical Algebra is an introduction to number theocy and higher algebra within an 
histoncal context 

The cou~ may be ~ ~ a mathematics elective by students in the M.S. program in secondary 
mathematics. By pe~on o.f the department, it is open to undergraduates and will be available 
for 300 level mathematics credit to students who have not had both Number Theocy (Mat. 319) and 
Abstract Algebra <Mat 330). Prerequisite: Mat 233 8(3-0). 

0. Nicodemi explained to the Committee members the justification for the course and the fact that 
the course had already been taught once on an experimental basis The course · · ed rimaril 
at secondary mathematics teachers The co will be fti red · 18 aun P Y 
of the department's limited duate urse . 0 e once evecy seven semesters as part 
new course proposal. gra course otrenngs. GAAC moved, seconded, and approved the 

The Committee adjourned at 4:15pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

11u:_L(L} ,f_ rfrn(c~, 
Michael J. Broadway f 
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STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE MEETING 
October 20, 1992 

Members Present: P. Seaverrl. Chair, C. Cancro, G. DeHart, J. Ferguson, W. 
Freed, B. Godsave, D. Johnson, u. Meisel, M. Paulin, T. Shevlin, N. 
Schornstein, f"l. Sudlow 

Guests Present: G. Drake, P. Melendrez, R. Rocha, L. Wrube l 

Chair P. Seaver called the meeting to order at 3:30 P.f''l. and turned the 
floor over to L. Wrube I. L. Wrube 1 described the cateQories of students 
who are admitted wfthout meeting the reaular criter'ia for admissions. 
"Special admit" students make up 23% of the student body. She 
emphasized that certain misperceptions persist with respect to 
m1norlties. Students and faculty must understand thatthere are several 
c~teg~ries of "spe.cial.admits" who are not necessarily minorities. 
Llkew1se, many mmor1ty students on campus are not "special admits". It 
was pointed out that each minority group is very heterogeneous in many 
respects. 

The committee dfscussed problems related to "special admtt" students 
and possible solutions. It was suggested that the faculty, especially 
advisors, need to be informed of the academic support services that are 
already available to students. Orientation for new faculty could take 
pla~e a few weeks after classes begi!'l but prior to adv1se.ment. Likewise, 
res1dence assistants and residence d1rectors should rece1ve the brochure 
describing academic support services. 

Linda Best Ramon Rocha and Paula Melendrez will speak to the 
committee at the next meeting and were in~ited to continue a? . 
consultants to the committee. Representat.lves from the Adm1ss~ons 
Office will be fnvlted to address the comm1ttee at a futur~ meet mg. 

N. Schornstein requested that at a ~uture ~ate the comm1ttee ta~e Ur:'der 
consideration the length of the pledgmg perwd of the Greek orgamzat10ns 
and the effect upon ttie academic performance of pledges. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 P.M. 

Respectfully submitted, 

fak~/!J .~ 
Patric1a M. Seaver, Chair 

82 



FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMTITEE 

October 20, 1992 

Members present: R. Anemone, J. Bearden, N. Beskind. 
B. Coffey, J. Ferrell, K. Kallio, J. Koch, P. McCanhy, 

M. Mohan, W. Rogers (Chair), E. Savellos, J. Somerville 

Guest: Provost Spencer 

The meeting was called to order at 4:00pm by W. Rogers. The first order of business was 
discussion with Provost Spencer concerning access to the written portion of SOFI forms by 
individuals making personnel decisions. Provost Spencer shared with us the current policy of 
access to SOFis. The discussion led to alternative suggestions for a future policy, and how they 
might be used in regards to Renewal, Tenure, and Promotion decisions. Issues discussed included 
written~ numeric data, the possible tampering of data on the SOFI, and the objective consideration 
and weight of the SOFI. 

The second order of business was discussion of the SOFI Guidelines Sheet and its possible 
revision. W. Rogers will write a rough draft for consideration. 

W. Rogers announced that members of the University Personnel Committee and UUP would be 
attending future meetings to discuss their views concerning access to SOFis. He also announced 
that he will be attending a future Chair's Meeting to share the new SOFI instrument. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, Johnnie Ferrell 
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