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November 3, 1978 

Persons interested in contributing to the consideration of the Senate•s proposed 
mandatory attendance policy are urged to get in touch with Gary Cox, Chairman of the 
UAAC Subcommittee on Policy, which is currently engaged in an extensive review of the 
proposal. The next meeting of the subcommittee is scheduled for Thursday, November 9, 
at 9:00 a.m. The subcommittee will be pleased to receive written suggestions or to 
hear statements from visitors at its meetin9s. Persons planning to visit a sub
committee meeting should call Mr. Cox {5231) to determine the location of the meeting. 
Mr. Cox and the subcommittee plan to hold an all-college hearing on the attendance 
policy issue later this semester. 

* * * * * * * 
The results of the Fall 1978 elections are as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS 

Margaret Matlin 
James Walker 
Karen Duffy 
Phillip Alley 
Clayton Lewis 

CAMPUS COMMUNITY COUNCIL 

Wayne Mahood 
Richard Hatheway 
Gordon Miller 
Barbara Joshi 
Fred Bright 

CAMPUS AUXILIARY SERVICES 

Daniel Strang 
Susan Roark-Calnek 

ALTERNATE UNIVERSITY SENATOR 

William Edgar 

FACULTY PERSONNEL COMMITTEE 

Martin Fausold 
John Kucaba 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 

Both proposed amendments have passed: 

This issue of Faculty Senate consists of pages 90 - 102. 
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ARTICLE 4, Section 4: 

Makes Dean for Instruction and Academic Advisement a member of the Senate 
by reason of office. FOR: 132 AGAI~ST: 41 

ARTICLE 4, Section 7: 

Increases number of at-large Senators with more than six years of service 
from eight to ten. FOR: 144 AGAINST: 21 

* * * * * 

EXEUCTIVE COMMITTEE 
OCTOBER 31, 1978 

MEETING NO. 9 

* * 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Watt at 1:00 p.m. Members present were: 
L. Blackman, W. Brennan, J. Bushnell, T. Calahan, J. Deutsch, S. Edgar, R. Foreman, 
D. Innis, J. Kucaba, G. Moore, T. Pray, R. Rocha. 

The minutes of the October 24, 1978 meeting were approved with one correction: in the 
first sentence of the GAAC report (p. 80), "four course revisions" should read 11four 
new courses. 11 

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT 

. President MacVfttfe has approved all actions taken by the Senate at its meeting 
of October 17, 1978. 

The results of the Fall 1978 elections are as follows: 

NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS COMMITTEE: 
Margaret Matlin 
James Walker 
Karen Duffy 
Phillip Alley 
Clayton Lewis 

CAMPUS COMMUNITY COUNCIL: 
Wayne Mahood 
Richard Hatheway 
Gordon Miller 
Barbara Joshi 
Fred Bright and Martin Kentner (tie) 

CAMPUS AUXILIARY SERVICES: 
Susan Roark-Calnek 
Daniel Strang 

ALTERNATE UNIVERSITY SENATOR: 
wn liam Edgar 

FACULTY PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: 
Martin Fausold 
John Kucaba 
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Proposed constitutional amendments: The change in ARTICLE IV, Section 4 to add 
the Dean for Instruction to the Senate by reason of office passed by a vote of 132 for, 
41 against. The change in ARTICLE IV, Section 7 to increase the number of at-l arge 
Senators with more than six years of service from eight to ten passed by a vote of 144 
for, 21 against. 

Chairman Watt asked the Executive Committee whether they felt a run-off election 
was necessary to resolve the tie in the vote for the Campus Community Council. The 
consensus of the group was that the Chairman should discuss the situation with Mr. 
Bright and Mr. Kentner in an attempt to reach a solution. One possibility is that they 
could share the term by each serving for one semester. 

Chairman Watt distributed copies of a memorandum from L. Casler, which follows up 
the comments Mr. Casler made at the Senate meeting on October 17. He asks that the 
Faculty Affairs Committee consider ways of revi~ing the forms used in evaluating candi
dates for reappointments, tenure, and promotion. He feels that there is a criterion 
currently used in evaluations which does not appear on the forms: the extent to which 
the candidate is believed to fit into the future plans of the department. Chairman 
Watt asked the Faculty Affairs Committee to consider Mr. Casler's suggestion. 

Chairman Watt announced that copies of the following documents are available in 
the Faculty Senate office: a staff paper from the Chancellor's office on the various 
major options for future relationships between CUNY and SUNY, and a memorandum and 
criteria from Vice Chancellor Komisar concerning the identification of peer institutions 
for state-operated campuses. 

PRESIDENT'S REPORT - Mr . Calahan 

President MacVittie has been discussing future enrollment figures with the SUNY 
Central Office. SUNY Central has recommended an enrollment figure· for Geneseo of 
5000 annual average FTE for 1979·80. Although the enrollment situation through 1983 
was discussed in general terms, this was the only firm figure given. Hopefully, the 
important figure for first-time freshman and transfer enrollment will not be lowered. 
Enrollment throughout SUNY is down this year, and enrollment goals at most SUNY units 
are being revised downward. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS 

UAAC - On Thursday, October 26, the chairmen of the five Area Core Committees, 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs, and the Chairman of UAAC met and unani
mously agreed to a set of uniform procedures regarding submission and review of 
courses to the Area Committees and UAAC. Thi s uniformity of ground rules was 
considered necessary for the smooth, accurate, and efficient implementation and 
functioning of the new Core. 

The pr9cedures adopted include the mechanism for submission of courses by depart
ments, the policy that no one course can count for core credit in more than one 
core area, the maximum time period within which a department will receive a judg
ment from an Area Core Committee (five weeks}, the transmittal of both positive 
and negative recommendations from the Area Committees to UAA:, the possibility 
that UAAC may act as a court of appeals for courses rejected by an Area Committee 
(if this action is requested by a department), a provision for regular review of 
approved courses to see that they continue to meet Core standards, and an evaluation 
of the Core after it has been in operation for three years. These general 
regulations will be published in the Faculty Senate, and~ in conjunction with t~e 
criteria provided by the Area Committees, which describe the guidelines they w1ll 
follow when evalutating core courses, they should provide a working basis on which to 
build the new Core. 
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Gary Cox, chairman of the Policy Subcommittee of UAAC, reports that his group 
is continuing to review and evaluate various aspects of the attendance policy 
issue. He invites all those who have any new insights on the issue to transmit 
them to his committee for consideration. 

' UAAC will meet today to discuss the Core procedures and to review eleven curricu-
lum proposals. 

Mr. Innis asked whether UAAC wfll use the Area · Core Committees' criteria in con
sidering all new course proposals. Mrs. Edgar stated that UAAC should not be 
restricted to these criteria. Mr. Moore felt that there should be a clarification 
of the role that UAAC will perform in the consideration of core courses; he was 
concerned that much of UAAC's time might be spent in hearing the same matters 
already considered by the Area Committees. 

GAAC - The Committee will meet this afternoon. 

FACULTY AFFAIRS - Mr. Innis has received a memorandum stating that President 
MacVittie has rescinded the policy that individual faculty members will be charged 
for postage for manuscripts. Therefore, Dr. Quaal will not meet with the 
committee to discuss the policy. The committee will meet this afternoon to discuss 
Mr. Casler's memorandum regarding the revision of Forms H and I. 

STUDENT AFFAIRS - The committee will meet this afternoon to discuss the atten
dance policy. Any suggestions will be forwarded to the Policy Subcommittee of 
UAAC. 

BUDGET - The committee met last week and discussed several issues including S 
and E funds and travel money. Mr. Ristow has been invited to discuss this issue 
with the committee at their next meeting on November 7 at 4:00 p.m. in Welles 112. 

Mr. Innis asked whether the Budget Committee's discussion of travel money might · 
be duplicating the Faculty Affairs Committee's consideration of the problem. Mr. 
Pray replied that his committee is looking at the issue from a financial point 
of view, and Chainman Watt added that it is worthwhile for the Budget Committee 
to examine the issue from this perspective. 

UNIVERSITY SENATOR - Mr. Kucaba has given Mr. Pray a copy of the Statistical Handbook 
that supplements the Budget Handbook of the University Senate. The University Senate 
will meet this week, and Mr. Kucaba will informally discuss with other Senators the 
questions of fringe benefits for faculty members on leave and tuition waivers for 
faculty spouses. 

NEW BUSINESS 

Mr. Deutsch expressed concern that when there are faculty elections, many people 
do not know anything about the candidates, and this might be one reason for low voter 
turnout. He suggested that this problem might be remedied by printing in the Faculty 
Senate brief "biographies" of the candidates; information such as department, rank, 
academic degrees, and past committee service might be included. The Nominations and 
Elections Committee could ask all nominees to provide this information about themselves. 
The Executive Committee will take Mr. Deutsch's suggestion under advisement, and recon
sider it at a later meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Judith Bushnell, Secretary 
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Chainman Edgar called the meeting to order at 4:04 p.m. Members present were: J. Barrett, 
P. Boger, D. Carrier, J. Clausz, T. Calahan, W. Cook, G. Cox, B. DuBois, s. Edgar, R. Fore
man, F. Howard, K. Kiely, L. Lehman, D. Parish, L. Ruddy, W. Rueckert, S. Rutherford, 
S. Sanders, R. Sells, W. Soffer, G. Towsley, J. Willey. Visitors present were: 
W. Brennan, W. Gohlman, B. Joshi, V. Kemp, G. Moore, J. Watson, and M._ Yessenow. 

The agenda was amended and adopted. 

The minutes of the October 24, 1978 meeting were approved. 

Chairman's Report: 

Before presenting the operational guidelines agreed on by the Chairmen of the Area 
Core Committees in consultation with the Vice-President for Academic Affairs and the 
UAAC Chair last Thursday, _ Mrs. Edgar made an historical point regarding these 
committees. In several of the alternate Core proposals brought forward in the past two 
years, a single "super" Core Committee was envisioned which would approve or disapprove 
course~ proposed for Core eligibility. In the Core proposal committee chaired by Paul 
Stein last year, it was felt that such a group might be unable to properly judge the 
merits of courses in all Core Areas; thus it was determined that it would be preferable 
to place the reponsibility for the administration of a particular Core Area primarily 
in the hands of representatives from departments most closely allied to that Area (those 
specified in the Core document for each area). It was felt that this would be the way 
to place those best qualified to judge the merits of a course in an area in a position 
to do so. It was thought that "experts11 in related disciplines would be the most 
competent judges of whether the content of a particular course and the measures used to 
evaluate a student's mastery of the material were appropriate both to the particular 
Core area and to the premises of the Core. Thus this 11decentral ization" of the approval 
of Core-eligible courses into the hands of those most qualified to judge their specific 
suitability was felt by the Core proposal committee to be the most effective way of 
achieving the goals of the Core. Further, a UAAC representative would be part of each 
Area Core committee (except Critical Reasoning, whose composition was determined in a 
different way) to represent the interests and viewpoint of the college as a whole. The 
courses recommended by these Area Committees would then be subject to approval by UAAC 
and the Faculty Senate. 

In examining the inter-relation of these committees with UAAC, Mrs. Edgar found 
the analogy to departmental interaction with UAAC very useful. A department (a group 
of experts in their field) devises and puts forth a new course or program to UAAC for 
approval; UAAC evaluates the proposal on whether the proper procedures have been 
followed, potential overlap with existing courses, general academic defensibility, etc. 
UAAC does not, however, inquire into the ground rules a department employs in creating 
the courses and programs it proposes. Similarly in Area Committees, a more broadly 
composed group of experts in an area evaluates courses proposed in its area for Core
eligibility, and passes on its recommendations to UAAC. 

The Area Committee Chairmen, the Vice-President for Academic Affairs, and the 
UAAC Chair agreed unanimously to the following clarifications of Core operation, to 
achieve unifonmity. 
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1. A faculty/department cannot offer the same course in two different areas of the 
core. The intent of this regulation is to encourage the students to receive a 
broad experience in Liberal Arts courses. 

2. UAAC shall serve as a court of review if a faculty/department has received a nega
tive recommendation from a Core Committee on a course submitted for core considera
tion. If a formal appeal is received by UAAC from the affected faculty/departmentt 
UAAC shall have the right to review the course and may, at its discretion, reverse 
the Core Committee's decision. 

3. Each Core Committee shall review the content of all courses previously approved 
by that Committee for core credit. This review shall be conducted at least semi
annually. 

4. The Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Chairperson of the Faculty Senate 
shall jointly appoint a Review Committee to evaluate the core after the core has 
been in complete operation for three academic years. 

PROCEDURES 

1. Each area Core Committee shall receive eight copies of each course proposal sub
mitted for core consideration to a Committee. 

2. Each Core Committee shall have a maximum of f ive weeks within which each Committee 
is required to take appropriate action on a course submitted for core consideration. 

3. Each Core Committee shall submit both its positive and negative recommendations on 
courses submitted for core consideration to UAAC. A copy of the Committee decision 
on each course shall be sent to the appropriate department and to the Vice President 
for Academic Affairs. 

4. If a Core Committee submits a negative recommendation on a course, the affected 
department/faculty has the right to request a review of the negative recommendation 
by UAAC. UAAC's consideration of a course receiving a negative recommendation from 
the Core Committee shall be initiated on}l if a formal appeal for its review is 
received from the appropriate department aculty within ten days of notification 
to the department/faculty of the Core Committee's decision. Such appeals for review 
must be submitted in writing to the Chairperson of UAAC, with copies being sent to 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the Chairperson of the appropriate Core 
Comnittee. 

5. The procedure for submission and transmittal of core courses shall be as follows: 

DEPARTME 

CORE CO,.,.,ITTEE 

c 
'" (") 

:;;4 VPAJI-\-n, -~) UAAC--4> SENATE -0 
:z 
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PROCEDURES lcont.) 
' .. ..... ., , .. 

The course should 8e submitted to the Vice President for Academic Affairs at the 
.. same tfme it is submitted to the Core CoiTI'Iltttee strictly for infonnational and 
staffing review. The submission to the VPAA at the beginning also permits a 
permanent record of departmental requests to be maintained and available. This 
could relieve a Core Committee of problems if a course proposal were lost. 

6. Any course, whether new, revised, or established, to be considered for core 
acceptance shal l be submitted on Foam Q (the new course proposal form); this 
requires complete information regar ing course content, evaluation procedures, 
and bibliography. 

Form Q should be accompanied by the cover outline for course proposals developed 
~C. This cover form requires a brief justification of why the submitted 
course fulfills the criteria for acceptance as a core proposal. 

I'· 

I I I I 
t' 

UAAC will receive a report of these course recommendations from the Area Committees. 
UAAC will then approve all positive recommendations, with the right to review them for 
mechanical considerations (proper forms, has a department exceeded its allotted l/3, 
etc.) and for general "Core defensibility." A department may also appeal a negative 
Area Core Committee decision to UAAC, which will then consider both sides of the issue 
(this appeal should occur only in unusual cases where the affected department feels 
that the Area Committee has not followed the Core procedures properly, in analogy to the 
possibility (rarely employed) of appeal of a departmental course rejected by UAAC direc
tly to the Senate). As in most curriculum matters, a dialogue should go on among Area 
Committees, departments, and UAAC, through which most problems can be peaceably and 
quietly sol~ed. 

Ms. Rud~ asked if UAAC will review the courses and not the guidelines as recom
mendations of the Area Core Committees. Mrs. Edgar answered that there seems to be no 
need for the criteria to be reviewed by UAAC officially, and that this did not arise as 
an issue in the Thursday meeting of the Area Core Committee Chairmen. Mr. Moore asked 
if the report meant that UAAC's position was analogous to a court of review, suggesting 
that if any rejections of proposed courses occur, UAAC needs to consider what the nature 
of their involvement will be in the review procedure. Will UAAC take an active role by 
reconsidering the merits, _justff1cations, etc. of courses and then make a decision 
completely independently: of the Area Committee? In this case wouldn't UAAC be serving 
the same function as the Area Committee? Or should UAAC take a more passive role, and 
assume that this function is the responsibility of the group where the best expertise 
lies. Should UAAC serve primarily to check if proper procedures have been followed, and 
thus mainly as a review board to check if Area Committees have grossly violated their 
own criteria. Ms. Kemp stated that UAAC doesn't play a particuarly passive role in 
respect to academic departments. Mr. Moore suggested that a more appropriate analogy 
might'be with that of the Appellate Court. The Appellate Court does not reweigh the 
evidence and retry the case. The review in this case should merely be procedural, and 
given the history of the Core an emphasis on "decentralization" of approval power was 
considered important. Ms. Ruddy answered in support of the logic of that statement, 
but ~ommented that UAAC should have an approval of the Area policy and guidelines first 
so that they can be applied in the review. Mrs. Edgar stated that UAAC does not make 
judgment of the courses proposed by departments depend on prior UAAC approval of 
the department criteria. Ms. Kemp added that criteria used by an academic department 
are created by the department to fit their academic needs. Mr. Sells said that the 
analogy breaks down with the review procedure. The problem seems to be when Core 
Committees review department courses: if UAAC is to be the final appeal, a department 
might go back to UAAC with each course rejected. Mr. Sells said that he was in favo·r 
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of review, but if departments are disgruntled they might appeal every rejected case to 
UAAC; therefore guidelines are important. Mrs. Edgar stated that the analogy seems to 
hold, though at one level removed, since a departmental course rejected by UAAC could 
be appealed directly to the Senate (this would, however, be a very unusual case). Mr. 
Brennan said that the final sentence of acininistration of Core stated, 11Approval of ••• 
each Committee's subsequent recommendations shall be the prerogative of the Faculty 
Senate acting through UAAC... (Administration, Section 8). Thus Core recommends to UAAC, 
UAAC recommends to Senate, and Senate acts. Mr. Clausz asked if there was any provision 
for a negative recommendation to be reworked and revised by a department. Mrs. Edgar 
stated that there is no formal provision, but there might be an informal means of 
interaction while the course was under consideration; therefore dialogue would be impor· 
tant. Mr. Cook stated that most of the facts regarding UAAC reviews of Core Committee 
recommendations did seem obvious, but the question seemed to be whether Area Core 
Committee guidelines would be subject to UAAC approval or not. Mr. Yessenow said that 
it should be clarified that UAAC doesn•t comment on what type of courses a department 
offers, but they do have operational guidelines approved by Faculty Senate. Mrs. Edgar 
asked whether these guidelines were formally stated anywhere. Ms. Kemp stated that they 
had developed by custom, and added that available resources are examined by UAAC, and 
not course content. Mr. Yessenow added that the form does require specification of 
course hours, qualified teachers, etc. Mrs. Edgar asked whether these guidelines were 
approved, and whether these questions on the form guidelines were formally approved by 
Senate as criteria for course approval. Ms. Kemp stated that the guidelines were 
accepted by custom long before the Senate evolved. Mr. Moore stated that he was · in agre~ 
ment with Mr. Sells in that it seemed likely that any course rejected by Committee would 
then be appealed to UAAC. He restated that the important question was what criteria 
UAAC should use in reviewing recommendations, and is UAAC the best qualified to make 
these decisions; if so, what purpose do the Area Committees serve? Mr. Rutherford said 
that certain corrective forces exist in Senate. The Sub-Committees generally try to 
settle these questions, for if you don•t have support in the Sub-Committee, then it will 
have a hard time in UAAC and the Senate. He added that some problems are being raised 
that just don't exist, for some courses won't even be put forward. Mr. Sanders asked 
if UAAC was needed as a "Court of Appeals", for the Core Sub-Corrmittees are supposed 
to be experts. Mr. Colahan said that if you 'don't put in a "Court of Appeals" one will 
be .demanded in a spirit of equity and fairness. Mr. Willey moved approval of the 
criteria offered by the Area Core Committees. A discussion ensued as to whether 
procedural or evaluation criteria were being referred to, since Thursday•s meeting had 
been an attempt to unify procedural guidelines. It was determined that this issue was 
one of approving the Area Core Committees' evaluation criteria; however, there were wide 
differences in the form of this from one committee to another. It was suggested that 
the motion might be tabled until the Area Committees reworked their guidelines to fit 
a general format. Mrs. Edgar raised the question as to the exact nature of the motion , 
that would be tabled- was it 1) a motion to formally approve (or reject) the committees' 
criteria; 2) a motion to approve, in the sense of "pat on the back," this work of the 
committee; or 3) a motion to adopt these criteria as its own? Mr. Brennan said that 
the Core proposal states that UAAC should approve all recommendations of the Area · 
Committees; Mrs. Edgar said the question was whether these criteria are to be considered 
as recommendations. Mr. Willey elected to withdraw his motion for the time being, until r 
the Core Committees finalized their guidelines. 

Ms. Ruddy stated that UAAC should move to consider for approval all policies genera· 
ted by the Core Committees. Mr. Soffer asked was this not a question of whether the l 
Core Committees were autonomous or not; and, if so, that this motion would undercut the 
point of Area Committees developing separate criteria at all. Ms. Kemp asked if it was 
the intent of this motion to broaden the meaning of the word 'recommendations• to 
include Committee guidelines, and Ms. Ruddy responded that it was: Mr. Watson as~ed ~f 
this proposal was going to bring about a desire to re-think the s1x acceptance cr1ter1a 
that were the premises of the original Core document. · He added that it was not clear 
where this left the Area Core Committees, for Social Science thought that they were 
implementing these six criteria; wou,.d this mean that they would have to reconsider the 
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criteria themselves? Mrs. Kemp said that the six Core premises should stand, and that 
the question was are the guidelines proposed consistent with the Core guidelines, and 
if there are any additions do they agree with the Core. Mrs. Edgar ad~ed to what 
extent must we carry this examination of criteria? Must we ir. additicn to approving 
the course which may be developed by a Committee {e.g., Humanities) also approve all 
the criteria they apply in developing this course? Mrs. Watson asked whether UAAC 
would also function to ask why particular of the Core premises were left out of an 
Area Committee's criteria. Ms. Kemp stated that this issue is up to the prerogative of 
the Area Committee. The motion that UAAC must ~pprove all policies generated by Core 
Committees was brought to a vote. The vote was 7 for, and 12 against the motion. The 
motion was defeated. Ms. Kemp asked if the Area Committees would then report back to 
UAAC,_and Mr. B~nnan stated that they would if they have any changes in their guidelines 
{which were not anticipated}. Mrs. Edgar stated that a set of procedural guidelines 
would· be written up for all of the Committees, followed by an individual statement of 
evaluation criteria for each Committee. Mr. Moore asked if the Fine Arts memo which 
contains no acceptance criteria should receive a recommendation to do so from UAAC. 
Mrs. Edgar said that any recommendations from UAAC to the Fine Arts Committee could 
come by way of friendly suggestions. Mr. Lehman wanted it noted that a relatively large 
number of faculty members are not included in these Area Committee considerations, and 
would like to have the option of input into these Core decisions. 

Curriculum Sub-Committee Report - Mr. Clausz 

Bio 111 Fundamentals of Biology - The motion to delete this course was passed. 
Bio 121 General Biology-1 
Bio 122 General Biology-1 (Lab) 
Bfo 123 General Biology-2 
Bio 124 General Biology·2 {lab) - These courses were presented as a package 

for approval by UAAC. Mr. Claus% ~tated th~t with the addition of these courses, a 
greater degree of flexibility could be given to majors. Mr. Boger asked if any other 
departments that might be affected by these courses would be notified, and Mr. Clausz 
said that they would. The motion to approve this package of courses was passed. 

Phi 100 Introduction to Philosophy - The motion to change the course description 
was passed. 

Policy Sub-Committee Report - Mr. Cox 

Mr. Cox repeated his invitation to have any interested party in the examination -
the Attendance Policy to come forward w1th their ideas. The Sub-Committee would 
gratefully acknowledge any communication from those who are interested in this matter. 
The Pflicy Sub-Committee will meet on Thursday morning. 

Old B~siness - None. 

New Business - Mr. Cook cited an example which indicated a potential problem; that of 
Basic Skills Instructors helping students with term projects in other courses. The 
problem centers on the fact that an Instructor requiring such a project may not be 
aware that a student is receiving such help, ahd further that the student may not go 
to the Instructor in the "non-Basic Skills" course for help. Th"is matter was referred 
to the Policy Sub-Committee for consideration. 

Adjournment - 5:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stephanie Feger, Secretary 
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UAAC - NEW COURSES 

Bio 121 General Biology I - An introductory course which surveys the basic 
concepts of biological sciences with emphasis directed to the plant kingdom. 3(3-0) 

Bio 122 General Biology .I Laboratory - An introductory course which develops 
laboratory skills in botanical sciences through their application to biological 
principles and materials . Pre- or co-requisite: Bio '!21 or Bio 123. 1(0-3) 

Bio 123 General Biology II - An introductory course which surveys the basic 
concepts of biological sciences with emphasis directed to the animal kingdom. 3(3-0) 

Bio 124 General Biology II Laboratory - An introductory course which develops 
laboratory skills in zoological sciences through their application to biological 
principles and materials. Pre- or co-requisite: Bio 121 or Bio 123. 1(0-3) 

MINOR COURSE CHANGES 

Phi 100 [course description change to] 
Phi 100 Introduction to Philosophy· The ,purpose of this course is to encourage 

critical thinking about fundamental problems that concern existence, knowledge, and 
value. As a means to this end~ we shall read, discuss, and evaluate several phi1osophi 
works. 3(3-0) 

COURSE DELETIONS 

Bio 111 Fundamentals of Biology 
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Chairman Innis called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. Members present were: Dennis 
Bradford, Ruth Covill, Karen Duffy, Karen Drysdale, Lucienne Entenberg, Isom Fearn, 
Margaret Giles, Harold Karl, Ray Lougeay, Janice Meyer, Gerald Smith, Miles Wortman, 
Mary Uhl. 

OLD BUSINESS: 

1. Dr. Calahan's memo to Deans and Department Chairmen- President MacVittie has 
rescinded the earlier policy of charging individual staff and faculty for the mailing 
of manuscripts. 

NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Mr. Casler's memo dealt with the issue of a person's role in the future plans 
of the department and whether there should be a new category on Forms H and I 
for evaluation of future potentialities. The Executive Committ~e asked the 
Corrmi_ttee to discuss whether this factor should be a part of the Department's 
evaluation of faculty members on personnel decisions. 

Discussion centered on: 

1. Should the Department include the factor in their forms_ 

2. to set up the "future" is to put the person in a position which is 
considered largely in terms of future needs, which is a nebulous 
area 

3. A question was raised about whether the Department should formally 
include · •'situational variab1es" on matters of tenure. 

4. The Campus School needs a form more fitting than G, H, I given the 
diversity of candidates. What kind of form would be more acceptable? . . 

5. Motion passed to invite Mr. Casler. 

B. Mr. Nickson has a 5 page memo discussing why the cataloQue was not out on 
time. 

l. Discussion about the odd shape of the catalogue-- that it cannot be 
kept on the shelves. 

2. Parents use catalogues to shop for schools. An attractive catalogue 
is essential. 

Reasons for late catalogue: 

1. New courses passed by Senate as late as May-- cata1ogue should be 
up to date as possible. 

2. Late decisions ·on new regulations- truth and advertising needed
therefore updating of catalogue has postponed its being sent to 
the printers • 

3. Printer is cooperative. But sti ll all parties have taken maximum 
amount of time. 
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4. We have so many committees - creating ever-changtng rules and this 
postpones catalogue production. 

5. Short supplements can be used for up-dating. But this can be abused. 
Some people off campus confuse the supplement with the catalogue. 
Motion passed to invite Mr. Nickson to give us more information 
about causes of delay. 

Next meeting will be November 7 at 4:00 p.m. in Greene 234. 

Ken Deutsch 
Secretary 

STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
OCTOBER 24, 1978 

MEETING #3 

Chainnan Rocha called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m. Members present were: L. Casler, 
J. Garvey, J. Robinson, D. Gordon, B. Raymond, F. Barone, J. Gallego, H. Gerber, J. Somer· 
ville, S. Roark-Calnek, R. Scott, C. Luedeking, J. Meyer, M. Richard, and R. Rocha. 

Corrections to the minutes of the October 10 meeting were made to include members in 
attendance at that meeting (L. Casler, J. Garvey, J. Robinson, D. Gordon, B. Raymond, 
F. Barone, J. Gallego, H. Gerber, J. Somerville, S. Roark-Calnek, J. Meyer, M. Richard, 
C. ~edeking), and to indicate the next meeting date was scheduled for October 24th 
rather than October 31st. The minutes were approved as corrected. 

The agenda was approved. 

Mr. Rocha distributed a copy of the original resolution re class attendance passed last 
Spring by the Student Affairs Committee. He also distributed a copy of the resolution 
passed by Faculty Senate re student attendance. 

Mr. Rocha read the memo written by Mr. Rutherford in which he expressed his concern 
that the UAAC subcommittee and Student Affairs Committee not duplicate their efforts in 
dealing with class attendance policies • .. 

Mr. Rocha reported that Mr. Watt, Faculty Senate Chairperso~had also expressed his 
desire not to have a duplication of effort by UAAC and the Student Affairs Committee. 

There was discussion ·related to Mr. Rutherford's memorandum. Several members of the 
committee expressed concern that the decision reached by the UAAC subcommittee might 
not reflect the wishes of the students unless the students were included in the 
deliberations. Mr. Rocha indicated that there were students serving on the UAAC sub
committee. 

A resolution was passed that the Student Affairs Committee continue to explore the issue 
of compulsory attendance. In further discussion, it was suggested that Mr. Rocha 
contact Mr. Cox, subcommittee chairperson for UAAC, to see if members from Student 
Affairs could assist in drawing up a proposal to be submitted to the Senate. 

Mr. Rocha distributed a report entitled Task Force on Retention, Report by Sub-Committe! 
A--On Student Integration to Campus Life. This report dealt with problems concerning 
student retention. Mr. Davis stated that the description of the withdrawal process 
{p. 11) was in error. He indicated, "that the process takes longer than ten minutes 
and that the student begins the withdrawal process by seeing the Counseling Office 
first, not last as was stated in ·the report. 11 
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Mr. Rocha asked each member of the committee to read over the report and be prepared 
to discuss it at next week's meeting. 

Mr. Rocha announced that balloting was taking place for the Fall elections during 
the week of October 2ard through 28th. 

He also announced that Chancellor Wharton will visit the campus November 1st and that 
President MacVittie invites students, faculty and staff to meet the Chancellor at a 
reception to be held at 4:00p.m. 1n Letchworth Dining Hall. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David Gordon, Secretary 


