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COLLEGE SENATE AGENDA 
May 9, 1989 

Call to Order 

Adoption of Agenda 

Approval of Minutes of 11 April 1989, CSB, pp. 253 - 257. 
President's Report - President MacVittie 
Chair's Report - B. Coffey 
Committee Reports 

Budget - M. Teres 
Faculty Affairs - J. Bulsys 
GAAC - J. Feuerstein 

MINOR COURSE REVISIONS: Second Reading 
ESE 541 (CSB, p.241) 
ESE 542 (CSB, p.241) 

Student Affairs - J. Heitzman 
UAAC - M. O'Neill 

NEW COURSES: Second Reading 
HON 310 Seminar - Critical Exposition (CSB, p.248) 
ENG 317 Contemporary British Literature (CSB, p.249) 
NEW SLOT COURSES: Second Reading 
ENG 394 Senior . Seminar: Modern Lit. & the Irrational (CSB, 

p.249) 
ENG 250 Literature & the Natural Environment (CSB, p.249) 
COURSE REVISIONS: Second Reading 
PHY 335 Intermediate Electricity and Magnetism (CSB, p.248) 
COM 102 Principles of Communication (CSB, p.248) 
COM 267 Television Production (CSB, p:248) 
COM 263 Media Performance (CSB,~248) 
HUM 220 & HUM 221 Humanities-! & II (CSB, p.248) 
COM 364 Issues and Problems in Mass Media (CSB, p.249) 
COM 365 Regulation of the Mass Media (CSB, ~49) 
SPH 201 Phonetics (CSB, p.249) 
ENG 341 The Romantic-Hero (CSB, p.249) 
COM 205 Language, Meaning, and Communication (CSB, p.268) 
BIO 374 Wildlife Management (CSB, p.268) 
BIO 210 Nutrition (CSB, p.268r--
PSY 308 Psychology or-women (CSB, p.268) 
PSY 315 Psychology of Language-TCSB, p.268) 
PSY 330 Physiological Psychology (CSB, p.268) 
PSY 335 Behavioral Pharmacology· (CSB, p.268) 
PSY 338 Animal Behavior (CSB, p.268) 
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COURSE REVISIONS: Second Reading (cont.) 
PSY 340 Psychology of Learning (CSB, p.268) 
PSY 361 Motivation (CSB, p.269) 
PSY 368 Health Psychology (CSB, p.269) 
PSY 325 Cognitive Psychology-TCSB, p.269) 
PSY 350 Social Psychology (CSB, p.269) 
PSY 355 Psychology of Personality (CSB, p.269) 
PSY 370 Psychological Testing (CSB, p.269) 
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PSY 375 Work Motivation and Job Satisfaction (CSB, p.269) 
PSY 380 History and Systems of Psychology (CSB, p.269) 
PSY 320 Developmental Psychology (CSB, p.26gy-
COURSE DELETIONS: Second Reading 
PSY 305 Parapsychology and Hypnosis (CSB, p.270) 
WRITING CORE COURSES: Second Reading 
W/ArH 287 History of Modern Painting (CSB, p.266) 
W/ENG 120 The Literary Imagination (CSB, p.266) 
W/ENG 142 Literary Forms: (Subtitle) (CSB, p.267) 
W/MUS 122 Stage Musicals (CSB, p.267) 
W/PHI 105 Philosophy of Education (CSB, p.267) 
W/PHI 120 Evidence (CSB, p.267) 
W/PHI 211 Philosophy in the U.S. (CSB, p.267) 
W/PHI 218 Philosophy of Religion (CSB, p.267) 
W/PHI 230 Ethical Theory (CSB, p.267) 
W/HIS 102 Revolutions (CSB~.268) 
W/HIS 205 The World Since-1945 (CSB, p.268) 
W/HIS 238 Modern European Social History (CSB, p.268) 
PROGRAM REVISIONS: First Reading 
International Relations Minor (CSB, p.250) 
Major in Communication (CSB, p.250) 
Psychology Minor (CSB, p.270) 
Suspension of enrollment in the three-year program (CSB, p.274) 
POLICY REVISIONS: First Reading 
Revised academic policy for TOP students (CSB, pp. 271-273) 

University Senator- J. Hogan 
Treasurer - H. Lepovitz 
Central Council - L. Hazen 
Unfinished Business 
New Business 



EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES 
May 2, 1989 

Present: N. Kleniewski, T. Calahan, L. Constantine, 
J. Feuerstein, G. Moore, M. O'Neill, J. Willey, B. Evans 
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Call to Order: Vice-Chair N. Kleniewski called the meeting 
to order at 1:05 p.m. 

Approval oz Minutes: Vice-Chair N. Kleniewski asked zor a 
motion to approve the Executive Committee Minutes oz 
25 April 1989, CSB, pp. 259-260. A motion was made and 
seconded. The minutes were approved. 

President's Report: With respect to the status oz the 
1989-90 Budget, Vice-President T. Calahan rezerred the 
Executive Committee to the Minutes oz the Senate Budget 
Subcommittee meeting oz 25 April 1989 <CSB, pp. 261-262>. 
These minutes report the content oz a briezing presented by 
Vice-President K. Levison. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS: 

Budget: G. Moore also rezerred the Committee to the minutes 
o£ 25 April 1989. The next Budget Committee meeting will be 
held on 2 May 1989, 4 p.m., Brodie 181. 

Graduate Academic A£zairs: No report. 

Undergraduate Academic A£zairs: M. O'Neill stated that the 
last meeting oz the academic year had taken place on 
25 April 1989. He explained briefly the items he would be 
including as part oz the agenda o£ the Senate meeting 
scheduled £or 9 May 1989. 

Central Council: L. Constantine reported that a new Council 
had been in place since 1 May 1989. Its first order of 
business was to lower by $10/year the Mandatory Student Fee. 

The meeting adjourned at 1:12 p.m. 

Respectzully submitted, 

Beverly J. Evans 
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Present: c. Felice, S. Padalino, M. Teres, W. Colangelo, M. 
Dailey, K. Levison, M. Board, & J. Williams 

Committee Chair M. Teres called the meeting to order at 4:05. 

Benchmark Funding Model: W. Colangelo, Director of the College 
Budget, then presented a briefing on the the benchmark budgetary 
process used to establish models for faculty staffing, academic 
support staffing, general administrative staffing, staffing for 
maintenance and operation of plant, and other than personal 
service <OTPS) funding levels ln SUNY institutions. He 
explained the process by which budgetary model for each campus 
in each of the above areas is developed and then discussed how 
the overall model budget was determined from that. He also 
emphasized that the modeling method merely sets a standard by 
which different SUNY campuses can be compared. The model is not 
a true model, since the approved budget for almost every campus 
in the SUNY system falls considerably below its "model" funding 
levels. Geneseo ends up in the middle of the pack when its 
actual budget is compared to the actual budgets of other SUNY 
institutions. 

Faculty Lines: The model number of faculty on each campus is 
determined by the operation of a "40 cell matrix", each cell of 
which has its own model student/faculty ratio. In essence, this 
system splits instruction into 10 different subject areas & 4 
levels of instruction <lower & upper level undergraduate, and 
beginning and advanced graduate). The Col lege/s FTE enrollment 
in each of these 40 areas <of course, it has no advanced 
graduate students) is divided by the model number of FTE 
students per faculty member in that area. These range from 31.5 
FTE students per faculty 1 ine in lower level psychology courses 
to 3.8 FTE students per faculty line in advanced graduate 
courses in biological sciences and health professions. Since 
most of our Instruction is at the undergraduate level, the 
College has a relatively high number of students per faculty 
line. Our faculty model budget is for 279 total lines, and the 
actual number of lines given us in our budget is only 6.6% below 
this model. AlI university centers and the Col leges at 
Brockport, Buffalo, Fredonia, New Paltz, Oswego, and Potsdam are 
budgeted further below their models for faculty lines than we 
are. 

Academic Support Staff Lines: The model for Academic Support 
staff lines <Instructional & Departmental Support, IRC, 
Intramural, Recreation, Instructional Resources, Continuing 
Education/Summer School) is based on a core staff of 10 on 
campus, plus additional staff based on the number of model 
faculty lines times .29, plus 1 staff member for each $255,000 
in grants the location brings ln. We end up with a model of 91 
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academic support staff but are given in our budget only 72 - so 
we are 21.2% below the model staffing here. Only Brockport , out 
of alI the Colleges and University Centers, is worse staffed. 

General Sta~f: For General Staff <Library, Student Services, 
General Administration, and Institutional Services>, the model 
number comes from the sum of a core staff of 35, plus the FTE 
divided by 70, plus the headcount divided by 175 <this is where 
schools with numerous part-time students get more staffing), 
plus a figure based on the cost of academically oriented 
programs on campus. Our model figure is 181.4 lines, and we 
have 169.2 Jines funded in this area, 6 . 8% below our model. 
Only Oneonta, Potsdam, and Purchase are better off among the 
Colleges and University Centers, but we have heavy staffing here 
because our student health clinic requires staffing around the 
clock and is very expensive. Many other campuses do not have 
such in-patient clinics, but the presence of medical personnel 
here during both day and night has saved students/ lives on 
several occasions. 

Maintenance: Our Maintenance & Operations Staff model is based 
on the net square feet of nonresidence buildings currently in 
use. The total net square feet of active buildings is divided 
by 9000, yielding us a model of 130 lines, yet the budget funds 
only 98.1 lines, 24.5% below the model. M. Dailey noted that 
this doesn/t take into account the cost of maintaining the 
grounds and plowing streets and sidewalks of campuses. W. 
Colangelo agreed with that observation. Most colleges are 
significantly below their model number of lines in this area, 
but only 5 are further below their models than Geneseo. 

Other than Personal Service Funds <OTPS>: The OTPS model 
funding figure is based on FTE enrollments weighted by 3 subject 
areas and 4 levels of instruction and on total staffing levels. 
Geneseo / s model sum is $3,805,700, of which $3,159,000 was 
actually funded, leaving us 17% short of our model. While this 
may seem a serious shortfall, about half the Colleges had even 
less of their OTPS model sum allocated to them. 

Overall Funding: After these various sections of the budget are 
weighted, Geneseo ended up with 87.6% of its model in its 
budget. 5 Colleges and 2 University Centers had a lower 
percentage of their models in their budgets. Brockport was 
worst off, at 83.9% of its model. 

M. Teres asked whether the actual material illustrating the 
benchmark funding process could be made available to interested 
members of the College community. Vice President Levison agreed 
to place a copy of the April 1989 benchmark budgeting material 
at the Reserve desk in the library. 

M. Teres asked to what extent this funding process is under 
review. Vice President Levison responded that the whole system 
is under discussion, and SUNY is looking for suggestions to 
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Improve It. He emphaeized that we fall In the middle of the 
pack when compared to other SUNY units. To influence the 
legislature, we need to look outside SUNY to make effective 
comparisons. He also stressed that the headcount figures used 
in the benchmark modeling process are those for budgeted 
enrollment, not actual enrollment. This provides the campus 
with a motive for reducing enrollment to the budgeted levels. 

M. Teres then asked whether the Budget Committee should meet 
again. K. Levison said that we won~t receive details of our 
budget until July, regardless of Governor Cuomo~s decision. M. 
Teres asked about the funding of the summer session. K. Levison 
said that, even there, we do not yet know where the College 
stands, so no decisions can be made yet. 

M. Teres thanked the members of the Budget Committee for their 
work this year. The meeting adJourned at 5:07 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

James M. Williams 
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PROFESSIONAL LEAVE REVIEW COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INDIVIDUALS REQUESTING SABBATICAL LEAVES 

FOR FUTURE SEMESTERS 

PROFESSIONAL LEAVE REQUEST CRITERIA 

Criterion I Clarity of presentation of proposed objectives. 

Criterion II Contribution of the proposal toward (1) better 
teaching by the applicant and/or (2) enhancement 
of the professional stature, maturity, or effectiveness 
of the applicant through research, scholarship, 
or creative activity. 

Criterion III The necessity for a leave to accomplish the proposed 
objectives (physical & mental requirements). 

Criterion IV Evidence of productivity during prior leaves 
and/or evidence of on-going research, scholarly, 
or creative activity. 

EVALUATION CATEGORIES 

As in the past the proposals were placed into one of five categories. 

Group 1 
Group 2 
Group 3 
Group 4 
Group 5 

highly recommended 
recommended with minor reservations 
recommended with moderate reservations . 
serious committee reservations to recommendation 
not recommended 




